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Abstract 
Issues Regarding the Retention of Special Education Teachers  
With a Focus on the Principal’s Role 
Kim Rank 
Christina Vorndran, Ph.D. 
 
Recruitment and retention of special education teachers is a growing problem in the education 
field.  According to the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) from 2014, 50% of 
special education teachers will leave the education profession during their first five years of 
teaching.  In order to strengthen school teaching teams, knowledgeable and qualified special 
education teachers must be recruited and retained by school districts (Henderson, 2014).  This 
study explores factors that contribute to special education teachers’ decisions to leave their 
positions, and the development of effective work environments that sustain the retention of 
special education teachers.  The additional demand placed on special education teachers has 
increased such as caseload numbers, compliance deadlines, data collection, litigious cases, and 
intensive needs of the students.  It is imperative for school districts and higher education 
institutions to increase the pool of highly qualified special education candidates with the skills 
and sense of support so they stay in the special education field.  Findings from this convergent 
parallel research study have identified areas of improvement in the building administrator’s role 
and strategies recommended for school districts to implement in order to increase their retention 
rate of special education teachers. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION TO THE RESEARCH 
Introduction to the Problem 
The successful recruitment and retention of special education teachers is a 
growing problem in the field of education. Special education positions frequently are 
only filled for a short term or left vacant for long periods of time (Sheldrake, 2013).  
Recently, some school districts, particularly those located in urban communities, have 
started contracting with staffing agencies to fill these vacant positions.  As practicing 
teachers begin to retire, estimates suggest that 98% of the school districts throughout the 
country will struggle to fill vacant special education positions with highly qualified 
teachers (Thornton, Peltier, & Medina, 2007).  According to the National Coalition on 
Personnel Shortages in Special Education and Related Services (NCPSSERS), 49 states 
reported a shortage in special education teacher personnel during the 2013 – 2014 school 
year.  NCPSSERS states that special education teachers leave the teaching profession at 
nearly double the rate of their general education colleagues (12.3% vs. 7.6%).  Currently 
the national shortage of special education teachers is 11.2% and general education 
teachers is 6% (U.S. Department of Education, 2008).  The demand for special education 
teachers is expected to increase by 17% from 2009 through 2018 – a rate greater than 
what is predicted for all other occupations (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2009).  The 
data collected over the past decade indicates that special education teachers are more 
likely to leave the teaching profession than their general education counterparts (Gehrke 
& Murri, 2006).   
While there are many factors that contribute to the problem of special education 
teacher retention, such as increasing caseloads, increasing intensive needs of students, 
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confusing compliance requirements, data collection requirements, and litigious cases, it is 
essential that special education teachers feel appropriately supported in their positons 
(Lambert, 2006). 
According to Ellen Moir (2009) from University of California, “all students 
deserve competent and caring teachers, all beginning teachers deserve competent and 
caring mentors, and all teachers deserve competent and caring administrators” (p. 16).   
Findings from this research indicate that new teachers move through a number of 
developmental phases within their first year of teaching – anticipation, to survival, to 
disillusionment, to rejuvenation, to reflection; then back to anticipation.  Although each 
teacher transitions through these phases at individual rates, it is essential that building 
administrators understand each phase and collaborate with their new teachers frequently 
(Moir, 2011).   
Building administrators and general education teachers should understand 
additional obstacles faced by special education teachers, such as teaching students across 
multiple disability categories, in different settings and often in isolation from their 
general education colleagues. It is equally important to explore and understand how the 
principal’s role and level of support for the special education teacher impacts teacher job 
satisfaction and their decision to remain in the education profession (Pugach, et al., 
2009).  
Within the last couple of decades, public education has been subjected to the 
addition of different mandates, educational reform and revisions to existing laws.  
Students with disabilities have been the focus of new federal regulations and multiple 
court decisions.  The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 1975 has 
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undergone four major changes since its inception: 1) IDEA requires that all students with 
disabilities receive a free appropriate public education (FAPE) in the least restrictive 
environment (LRE); 2) IDEA established guidelines for the removal of disabled students 
from school due to disciplinary reasons; 3) Schools may use up to 15% of IDEA funds to 
support students with academic and behavioral problems in the general education setting 
prior to referral for special education evaluation; and 4) All teachers must be highly 
qualified and fully certified in special education including core subject areas at the 
secondary level.  The teaching profession, both general and special education, faces 
chronic problems with a high turnover rate of non-tenured teachers and an ageing teacher 
staff who will be retiring in a year or so (Lauder, 2008).    
The main focus of this convergent parallel research study was to identify issues 
related to the retention of special education teachers.  The research study focused around 
three main goals: (1) Identify what building administrators’ perceive as their role in 
retaining special education teachers within their buildings, (2) Identify how the special 
education teachers perceive the building administrator’s role in the retention of special 
education teachers within their buildings, and (3) Based on the results of the study, 
identify required leadership qualities and interventions/practices that would increase the 
retention of special education teachers in their current positions within their buildings.  
The complexities of the special education discipline is a challenge for special education 
teachers, and finding ways to support special education teachers presents a challenge for 
schools (Filce, Sharpton, & Ryndak, 2008). 
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Statement of the Problem 
A supportive school environment is essential to the retention of special education 
teachers and the school principal is a key leader who can shape that school environment.  
Thus, it is imperative that scholars and practitioners understand the mechanisms by which 
the school principal shapes a supportive environment for special education teachers.  For 
the purposes of this research, support is defined as the school policies or procedures that 
assist and reassure special education teachers, and that contribute to their performing at a 
satisfactory level.  Specifically, a supportive school environment provides collaboration 
opportunities for special education and general education teachers, and support from 
administration to ensure this occurs.  Multiple studies have been conducted within the last 
decade investigating why special education teachers leave the profession but only 
recently has the focus shifted to possible solutions to prevent them from leaving the 
teaching profession (Billingsley et al., 2004).  Multiple studies have been conducted with 
special education teachers leaving the field within the first five years but very few studies 
focus specifically on the total years of service when retention rates begin to drop off in 
special education.   
Is it possible for school districts to increase the retention rate for special education 
teachers if the building principal has a deep understanding of their role and reasons why 
they choose to leave teaching in the special education field? 
Purpose and Significance of the Problem 
Purpose Statement 
 The purpose of this convergent parallel research study was to explore factors that 
contributed to special education teachers leaving their positions, and the development of 
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supportive work environments that sustain the retention of special education teachers 
with the emphasis on the principal’s role.  According to Cochran-Smith (2004), teacher 
shortages are not new particularly among special education teachers, but the profession is 
seeing increasing demands as higher numbers of students with special needs enroll in 
public schools (National Center for Education Statistics, 2016), and therefore it is 
essential to identify strategies that building principals can implement to influence the 
retention of special education teachers.  The results of the current study expand the 
literature and provide specific guidelines for administrators to meet the needs of new 
special education teachers within their buildings.  
Significance of the Problem 
This convergent parallel research study was essential for school districts and 
higher education institutions to increase the pool of highly qualified special education 
candidates.  These candidates require appropriate skills and sense of support to remain 
teaching in the special education field.  Special education teacher retention is a significant 
issue facing the K-12 education system across the United States.  Each year school 
districts across the country are faced with trying to retain teachers because the teaching 
profession has become much like a revolving door: as one teacher enters, another leaves 
(Horrison-Colllier, 2013).  Special education teachers are required to complete multiple 
unique duties such as maintaining compliance in accordance to IDEA guidelines.  With 
the ever-growing required paperwork, high caseloads, dealing with significant behaviors, 
and the expectation for them to get students where they need to be academically, socially, 
and behaviorally, the duties of a special education teacher have increased at a greater 
pace than that of their general education colleagues. Special education teachers report the 
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need for additional support in collaborating and communicating with general education 
teachers and paraprofessionals (Billingsley, 2004).  Sustaining the involvement and 
commitment of special education teachers in the educational field is one of the major 
challenges in the field of special education (Billingsley, 2007).  Findings from this 
research identify areas of improvement in the building administrator’s role and strategies 
recommended for school districts to implement in order to increase their retention rate of 
special education teachers. 
Research Questions 
1. What factors do special education teachers identify as influencing high special education 
teacher attrition rates? 
2. What factors do building principals identify as influencing high special education teacher 
attrition rates? 
3. To what extent are there differences between special education teachers’ identified 
factors influencing high special education teacher attrition rates and those identified by 
building principals?  
The Conceptual Framework 
Research Stances & Experiential Base 
This study used a pragmatic research stance, which Creswell (2003) called the 
dominant paradigm employed by mixed methods researchers, by incorporating multiple 
data collection and analysis methods to drive this study and allowed the research 
outcomes to have real and functional recommendations. Creswell (2012) drew a parallel 
between mixed methods and action research because in both research approaches 
quantitative and qualitative data are collected within one study. The researcher employed 
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a convergent parallel research design to investigate the issues relating to the retention of 
special education teachers with the focus on the principal’s role at the research sites. 
Research should have a direct impact on real world applications. 
The recruitment and retention of qualified teachers has been an area of concern 
for the past 30 years (Gehre & McCoy, 2007).  This concern has grown due to the 
increased legislative mandates placed upon school districts during the last decade such as 
the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), the 2004 reauthorization of the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), and the Race to the Top initiative of 2009.  The 
assurance of all students be subject to a rigorous curriculum in the least restrictive 
environment, which must be implemented by highly qualified teachers, is one of the main 
focuses for these mandates.  This has increased the urgency to retain highly qualified 
teachers, particularly special education teachers. 
Working as a Director of Special Education, the researcher has experienced the 
consequences of such high turnover, particularly relating to the challenge to fill vacancies 
with highly qualified professional staff who can perform the required duties.  As stated 
earlier, extant scholarship conducted over the past decade indicates that special education 
teachers are more likely to leave the teaching profession than their general education 
counterparts (Gehrke & Murri, 2006).  In considering the reasons for this disparity, the 
researcher was particularly interested in researching the role of the building administrator 
in cultivating a supportive environment for special education teachers, and thus increase 
their chances of being retained in the field.     
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Conceptual Framework 
The conceptual framework used to guide this research centered on improving 
teacher quality by creating positive work conditions, which promote the retention of 
special education teachers.  The research is clear that schools with a shared vision about 
instruction, collaboration, and a shared responsibility for students’ academic success 
create opportunities for teachers to improve their teaching practices (Billet, 2006).  
Three areas of literature were used to study the retention of special education 
teachers, as outlined in Figure 1.  The first literature stream examined the factors that 
contribute to teacher retention with particular attention to the special education teachers.  
To better understand the requirements of the special education teacher’s role, it is 
important to understand the history associated with public schools and special education.  
This stream will explain the impact of the Gaskin v. Pennsylvania Department of 
Education court decision and how this has changed instructional practice requirements 
for school districts.  Factors contributing to teacher departure researched teacher 
preparation programs, and their effectiveness in retaining teachers.  Essential elements 
were identified through studies completed by multiple researchers from a variety of 
universities.  High quality mentorship programs, which includes appropriate matching of 
mentors with the new teachers, aligning instructional support efforts, and partnering with 
principals, are more likely to transform schools into vibrant learning communities where 
all succeed (Barlin, 2010).  
The second literature stream looked at the role of principals in teacher 
development, with special attention to the role that principals play in the retention and 
professional development of special and general education teachers, from school climate 
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to overall leadership.  A primary way principals support their teachers is through their 
strong understanding of special education laws and effective practices.  With this 
background, principals can establish clear expectations and guidelines for their teachers.  
A second key responsibility of a principal is to provide instructional leadership to all 
school programs (Billingsley, 2005).  In the case of supporting special education 
teachers, principals can assist teachers in the program development in the least restrictive 
environment with access to the general education curriculum (Laskey & Karge, 2006). 
The third literature stream extended the focus on the principal-teacher relationship 
by focusing on how the principal can assist in teacher collaboration with particular 
attention to collaboration between general education teachers and special education 
teachers.  Even though special and general education services have differences in some 
respects, successful schools have leaders that maintain similar expectations for both 
special and general education (McLaughlin, 2009).  According to Fullan (2011), 
collaboration is the building block that links effective instructional practices to student 
achievement.  All teachers need a clear, specific plan in place across all educational 
settings for students to achieve their maximum learning capabilities.  Professional 
learning communities are a key factor in teacher collaboration.  The core beliefs are that 
all children can learn at high levels and teachers must take collectively ownership for all 
students in order for them to reach their maximum potential (Buffum, Matos, & Weber, 
2009).  Figure 1 outlines the three literature streams.  
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Figure	  1.	  Conceptual	  Map	  of	  Literature	  Review	  
	  
Key Terms 
For the purpose of this research paper the following definitions were used to 
support reader understanding: 
11	  
	  
• Attrition Rates in Education: The percentage of teachers who leave special education 
positions and/or the teaching profession. 
• Collaboration: Specific to education, joint planning, decision making, and problem 
solving that may occur in a variety of formal or informal group configurations for the 
purpose of accomplishing a common goal (Friend & Cook, 2007).  
• Co-teaching: Involves two equally qualified teachers who may or may not have the same 
area of expertise jointly delivering instruction to a group of students. 
• Disability: A person who has a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits 
one or more major life activity (ADA, 1990). 
• Inclusive Education: All students are educated with their peers, have equitable access to 
the general education curriculum, and are welcomed and supported in the school.  
• Individual Education Plan (IEP): A written individualized plan for a student who is 
eligible and in need of special education services that includes present levels, goals and 
specially designed instruction that are monitored to ensure the student is making 
meaningful progress. 
• Least Restrictive Environment (LRE): A student who has a disability should have the 
opportunity to be educated with non-disabled peers, to the greatest extent appropriate, 
and have access to the general education curriculum with supplemental aids and services 
(IDEA, 2004) 
• Mentorship: This occurs between a novice teacher and an experienced teacher.  
Mentorship is usually part of the induction process and allows the new teacher to have a 
support system, and receive guidance from an experienced colleague (Poncheri, 2014).  
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• Pre-service Training: The education and training provided to student teachers before 
they become a certified teacher. 
• Retention: Teachers remaining in their school in the same position from one year to the 
next. 
• Special Education: Specially designed instruction, at no cost to the parents, to meet the 
unique needs of a child with a disability (IDEA, 2004). 
Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations of the Study 
Assumptions 
 In completing this research, there were certain assumptions made.  First the 
survey instruments developed are valid and reliable tools to measure the perceptions of 
the role of the building administrator in regards to why special education teachers leave 
the field from all participants.  Second, the participants read, clearly understood, and 
answered the questions within the survey according to the directions provided.  Finally, 
the participants completed the survey and interview questions honestly. 
Limitations 
The research has certain limitations.  First, the research was limited to survey and 
interview responses received from school administrators and special education teachers 
employed in two public school districts located in Chester County, which are comparable 
in that they are both large suburban school districts with high performing state test results 
and a low poverty percentage.  Due to this, the researcher has identified this as a 
convenience sample, whereas, the findings may not be largely generalizable especially to 
school districts with fewer resources and lower socio economic status.  Second, the 
research did not include general education teacher input or consider the relationship 
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between general and special education teachers.  Therefore, any results relating to teacher 
collaborations are purely the expression of the special education teachers and not their 
general education counterparts.  Third, due to the limit of the geographic location, the 
results of the research may not be used to make generalizations to other populations.  
Instead of seeking to generalize about larger populations, this research sought to explore 
deeply the relationship between perceptions of support and the decision to remain in 
one’s job.  Finally, participants in the research may not have provided honest answers, 
which may have jeopardized the validity of the results. 
Delimitations 
Delimitation within this research is that the study included only special education 
teachers and did not include general education teachers.  The research focus was on the 
perception of special education teachers and not that of general education teachers. 
Summary 
 In contrast to the general education teachers who are instructional experts, special 
education teachers are required to be both instructional experts and case managers, but 
they are often not trained in the complex nature of occupying both of those roles at once. 
Several studies have identified the lack of administrative support as a factor that 
influences the reduced effectiveness and overall success of special education teachers 
(Billingsley, 2007). Results from this convergent parallel research study may be used to 
develop effective practices that increase the administrative supports identified as 
valuable, and assist building administrators in targeting their efforts on providing specific 
supports to their special education teachers. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
 The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 requires that a highly qualified 
teacher teach every child.  Special education teacher recruitment and retention is a 
growing problem in the field of education.  According to the National Center for 
Education Statistics (NCES) from 2014, 50% of special education teachers will leave the 
education profession within their first five years of teaching.  Each year school districts 
all across the United States are faced with trying to retain teachers because the teaching 
profession has become much like a revolving door: as one teacher enters, another leaves 
(Horrison-Colllier, 2013).  School districts across the country are facing a shortage of 
special education teachers (Muller & Burdette, 2007).  
	  In order to increase the retention of special education teachers, it is imperative 
that practitioners learn to establish a supportive school environment that allows for 
collaboration between special education teachers and their general education 
counterparts. Additionally, in order to maximize learning for students in need of special 
education services, it is imperative that practitioners deeply understand student needs. 
Finally, it is equally important to explore and understand how the principal’s role and 
level of support for the special education teachers impacts teacher job satisfaction and 
their decision to remain in the education profession (Pugach, 2009).  
This literature review explores factors that contribute to the attrition of special 
education teachers, and the development of effective work environments that sustain the 
retention of special education teachers. The literature review addresses three important 
factors of the research into how to increase the retention of special education teachers. 
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The first literature stream examines factors contributing to teacher retention, with 
particular attention to special education teachers. The second literature stream considers 
the role of principals in teacher development, with special attention to the role that 
principals play in the retention and professional development of teachers, from school 
climate to overall leadership. The final literature stream explains the role of teacher 
collaboration, focusing especially on collaboration between general education teachers 
and special education teachers as supported by the building administrator. 
Literature Review 
Stream 1: Retention of Special Education Teachers 
Within this stream, teacher retention included a history of special education, 
identified landmark court decisions and federal regulations that played a significant role 
in a special education teacher’s day-to-day obligations.  The No Child Left Behind Act 
(NCLB), its origin and impact on special education was also explored as well as the latest 
change from NCLB to the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA).  The first stream also 
researched teacher qualifications pertaining to being highly qualified as a special 
education teacher, teacher preparation programs, and the initiation of induction and 
mentoring programs to assist special education teachers within their first years of 
teaching.  
History of Special Education. The history of special education is a chronicle of 
the efforts of parents and advocacy groups in the courts and legislatures of this country 
(Yell, Rodgers, & Rodgers, 1998). In 1954, the Supreme Court ruled that state laws that 
separated black and white students were unconstitutional. This civil rights case decision 
ensured equal access and protection as described under the Fourteenth Amendment for 
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minorities and eventually persons with a disability. In 1973, the federal Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973 was passed. It included Section 504, which protected the people with 
disabilities from discrimination. Thus, this new Act, which replaced the Vocational 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, extended equal protection under the law, as described in the 
Fourteenth Amendment. Section 504 requires that employers and schools provide 
“reasonable accommodation” to “qualified individuals” with disabilities in order to help 
them complete major life activities such as “caring for one’s self, walking, seeing, 
hearing, speaking, breathing, working, performing manual tasks, and learning,” (U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services, 2006). 
Further, it also protects qualified individuals from discrimination: “No otherwise 
qualified individual with a disability in the United States . . . shall, solely by reason of her 
or his disability, be excluded from the participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be 
subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial 
assistance…” OCR receives multiple complaints from parents of school-aged students, 
and investigations are completed to ensure students are receiving a free appropriate 
public education (FAPE) with appropriate accommodations in place to ensure students 
with disabilities are not being discriminated against (Yell, Rodgers, & Rodgers, 1998).   
 The American with Disabilities Act (ADA) became law in 1990.  The ADA is 
also a civil rights act that was put in place to ensure equal employment opportunity 
occurs for individuals with disabilities.  ADA is divided into five sections – public 
accommodations, transportation, employment, state and local government services, and 
telecommunications.  ADA was amended in 2008 and the revisions became law January 
1, 2009.  The amendments include significant changes to the definition of a disability, 
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private employers and their responsibilities, and continued state and local government 
alignment with Section 504 Rehabilitation Act of 1973.  
 The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) first came into being by 
Congress as the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (Public Law 94-142) in 
1975.  The IDEA ensures all children with disabilities are entitled to and receive FAPE 
that meets their individual needs in order to prepare them for education, employment, and 
independent living.  Under the IDEA, if a child is suspected to have a disability that is 
impacting their ability to access their educational environment, the school district must 
complete an evaluation in all areas suspected to determine if indeed, the child does have a 
disability and is eligible and in need of special education services.  If the child is eligible 
and in need of special education services, an individualized education plan (IEP) must be 
developed by the team.  This legal document acts as a roadmap that outlines specifically 
what the child’s strengths and needs are, goals to be achieved within the timeframe of the 
IEP, specially designed instruction including supplemental aids and support to ensure 
access, and level of support required to ensure adequate and meaningful progress is 
achieved.  
 IDEA was reauthorized in 2004.  The major revisions made to IDEA of 1975 
include – the assurance of parent involvement as a member of the IEP team and concerns 
written into the plan, IEP meeting attendance, transition planning must be in place for the 
child by age 16, updates to IEP revisions, and the identification of alternate means to hold 
IEP meetings (U.S. Department of Education, 2010).  Last year IDEA celebrated its 
fortieth anniversary.  It is currently under review with another reauthorization forth 
coming. 
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Within the last couple of decades, public education has been subjected to the 
addition of multiple mandates, educational reform and revisions to existing laws.  
Students with disabilities have been the focus of new federal regulations and multiple 
court decisions.  The most prominent case being the Gaskin v. Pennsylvania Department 
of Education, which alleged that students with disabilities were denied their federal rights 
to a free, appropriate, public education in the least restrictive environment. The IDEA 
requires that all students with disabilities receive FAPE in the least restrictive 
environment (LRE).  Although the outcome of the Gaskin lawsuit does specify that a 
child must be instructed in their LRE, it does not eliminate the need for a small 
percentage of students who cannot be successful in the general education classroom with 
supplemental aids and services to remain in that setting.  This can be a gray area for 
school districts, which adds to the frustration of the special education teachers, as they are 
often the professionals held accountable for these students.  As a result, this can lead to 
misunderstandings and conflict between general education and special education 
teachers.   
The teaching profession, both general and special education, faces chronic 
problems with a high turnover rate of non-tenured teachers and an ageing teacher staff 
who will be retiring in a year or so (Lauder, 2008).  Retention of experienced special 
education teachers has become even more difficult since the No Child Left Behind 
(NCLB) Act of 2001, which requires all teachers to be highly qualified.  NCLB evolved 
out of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965.  This original act 
provided funds to states to ensure every child had access to public schools.  The act 
expired every five years and required reauthorization by legislation.  Over the years, there 
19	  
	  
was a growing concern that the achievement gap was increasing particularly with 
minorities and students with disabilities.  In 2001, President George Bush spoke of 
changing the act to the NCLB and said, “The fundamental principle of this bill is that 
every child can learn, we expect every child to learn, and you must show us whether or 
not every child is learning.”  NCLB mandated that every student in grades third through 
eighth and then in eleventh grade be tested in math and English with the goal that all 
students would score proficient by the year 2014.  Both special education and general 
education teachers were constantly reminded of the importance of how their students 
scored on the state tests.  Special education teachers had added angst, as their sub group 
was often the target of negative comments and discussions among school directors. 
With the year 2014 looming, and school districts struggling to achieve adequately 
yearly progress, lawmakers went back to the drawing board to revise NCLB.  After years 
of deliberation, President Barack Obama signed the Every Child Succeeds Act (ESSA) 
on December 24, 2016.  While ESSA is touted as having preserved many of the elements 
of NCLB, school districts have more control over when and how tests are administered.  
The major changes include making the adoption of the Common Core Standards optional 
for states and giving greater autonomy to states in their educational policies more 
broadly.  Although ESSA seems to be a step in right direction for states, it does little to 
relieve the high demands to ensure all students are performing well on the state tests. 
Teacher Qualifications.  Recruiting and retaining special education teachers is a 
perennial problem, but it has been amplified since NCLB required “highly qualified” 
status.  Teachers who met the following requirements are counted as “highly qualified”: 
1) have a bachelor’s degree; 2) have full state certification or licensure; 3) have proven 
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that they know each subject they teach. Further, there are six ways a teacher in middle 
school or high school might prove that they know the subject they teach: 1) having 
majored in the subject, 2) having credits equivalent to a major; 3) having passed a state-
developed test; 4) current teachers can pass a state-developed standard of evaluation 
(HOUSSE); 5) having advanced certification from the state; 6) having a graduate degree 
(U. S. Department of Education, 2004).  
Administrators are put in an impossible situation if they are forced to hire staff 
who do not meet the “highly qualified” mark because they risk losing federal funds due 
to vacancies not being filled, especially in special education positions (Berry et al., 2011).  
In other words, a major problem with NCLB is that it set a high credential requirement 
but then left the school districts without much support to achieve that credential 
requirement in its hiring.  In 2011, the National Center for Education reported that 
approximately 4.5% of the 3.2 million teachers in the United States were hired having no 
previous teaching experience (NCEI, 2011). Copenhaver (2005), reported that there are 
more emergency certifications granted to special education teachers than general 
education teachers.  Based on these statistics, it is essential that building administrators 
are aware and have supports in place to assist these new teachers as they begin their 
teaching career. 
 Teacher shortages are not new but new requirements for highly qualified teachers 
increase the challenge of teacher retention, which has only recently been recognized as a 
bigger problem than teacher recruitment (Cochran-Smith, 2004). Teacher attrition, when 
a teacher leaves the area of education in which one is currently teaching, has been an 
issue for many years. About half of the teachers entering the education profession will 
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leave their jobs within the first 5 years of teaching (Horrison-Colllier, 2013; Lambert, 
2006).  
 One problem that contributes to teacher retention is that novice teachers are 
expected to perform just as veteran teachers perform immediately after having graduated, 
implementing best teaching practices and having an effective classroom management 
system (Fantilli & McDougall, 2009). The special education teacher has added 
responsibilities due to the special needs of their students. They should begin their role 
having in-depth knowledge of special education regulations, how to write individual 
education plans (IEPs), and should ensure the students on their caseload have the 
appropriate accommodations and modifications in place for their students to make 
meaningful progress.  Special education teachers report that depending on their student 
teaching experience and fieldwork, they may feel unprepared and overwhelmed once they 
start teaching (Brownell, Sindelar, Kiely, & Danielson, 2010). 
 A quantitative study conducted by Griffin, el al. (2009) analyzed factors affecting 
first-year special education teachers in Florida and Wisconsin by focusing on the 
accomplishments and problems they encountered. Secondly, they focused on the school 
and classroom contexts that affected those accomplishments and factors. The great 
contribution of this study is that it found variation in the sense of accomplishment that 
teachers reported based on the support they received from general education teachers at 
the same school. Overall, they found that teachers who reported accomplishments in 
communication and collaboration also reported positive interactions with the general 
education teachers. Additionally, those teachers who reported having problems with the 
curriculum tended to report that they lacked planning time and were unable to connect 
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with general education teachers. Most directly related to the current study, the authors 
also found that twenty-three percent of the participants reported a problem with the 
school climate and reported that they had a less than supportive relationship with the 
building principal (Griffin, et al., 2009). Thus, this study suggests further research is 
needed to understand how building principals create and influence a school culture that 
promotes a positive working environment for all and how they might implement supports 
for first-year special education teachers (Hanson, 2011).  
Factors Contributing to Teacher Departure.  The literature is clear that there 
are significant concerns with the retention and teacher attrition in special education, 
particularly because of job-related stress, feelings of being undertrained to handle student 
discipline problems, and general lack of support (Carlson & Klein, 2004; Manning, 
Bullock, & Gable, 2009). Dissatisfaction with the job is the main reason special 
education teachers consider leaving or actually leave their position (Boyd et al., 2011). 
Job dissatisfaction may result from being under-prepared for the requirements of the job, 
having unrealistic expectations of the job, or also from having a personality mis-match 
with the special education profession. The research on these areas is outlined below.  
First, teacher preparation programs may not be preparing special education 
teachers appropriately.  Some research shows that novice special education teachers who 
felt under-prepared or improperly prepared are more likely to leave the education field 
(Boyd et al., 2011; U.S. Department of Education, 2013).  One way to improve special 
education teacher preparation programs would be to increase accountability measures, 
such as incorporating a range of assessment strategies that address mastery of content 
knowledge, understanding the different disabilities, the impact of legal requirements, and 
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measuring student outcomes.  Candidates indicated that their student teaching and clinical 
experiences had the biggest impact on their preparation (Henderson, 2014).  The addition 
of courses in science, social studies, individualized education plan (IEP) writing, and 
working with difficult colleagues were seen as needs.  Training in autism and transition 
planning are essential to prepare candidates to enter the real teaching world.  
Special education pre-service programs have evolved from having specialized 
instruction in residential facilities to a broad range of programming with no clear 
boundaries (McCall, McHatton & Shealey, 2014). One difficulty of increasing 
accountability measures for teacher preparation programs is that special education 
teachers may find themselves teaching in a variety of settings including general education 
classrooms, resource rooms or self-contained classrooms, in a variety of roles such as co-
teaching, consultant or implementing specialized programming. Therefore, teacher 
education programs face increased challenges by not knowing exactly the type of 
environment their special education teachers will be.  
A second factor, which is related to the pre-teaching preparation, may relate to 
having unrealistic expectations of the profession. Hanline (2010), has outlined three areas 
necessary for special education candidates to understand: different instructional practices, 
practical experiences, and experiences within inclusive settings. Appropriate preparation 
would include the many practical experiences in the classroom to allow time for 
connecting coursework to the classroom setting. Additionally, teacher candidates should 
receive direct feedback from these practical classroom experiences. 
Third, because special education teachers are faced with dealing and working with 
the most difficult students, they must have personality traits that predispose them to 
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success in this stressful work environment. Special educators are taxed with developing 
behavior plans that are research-based but take time to be effective. Patience is a virtue 
that all special education teachers need to possess. Teaching students who challenge them 
on a daily basis is among the most frustrating experiences educators can face, but having 
the endurance to stick with it until they finally “get it” can also be the most rewarding 
(Benson, 2014).  
Ingersoll (2003) identified three types of people who were more likely to succeed 
in the teaching profession.  Lovers and dreamers indicated that they remain teaching 
because they care about their students and are intrinsically motivated by seeing their 
progress. Second, the Learners have an understanding of the subject matter and how to 
learn. Finally, the Leaders are teachers who set out to find solutions to problems and are 
ready to volunteer for any and all district initiatives. Teacher disposition and grit are 
connected to higher rates of retention (Cochran-Smith, 2003). Effective special education 
teachers need to be flexible, patient, and possess a growth mindset (see Dweck, 2008). 
Ironically, NCLB does not incorporate caring or intrinsic motivation in their definition of 
a highly qualified teacher. 
Effective Approaches to Promoting Teacher Retention.  For individual 
schools, promoting teacher retention begins with the teacher induction program, which is 
a way for schools to bridge novice teachers’ transition from college to the classroom. An 
effective induction program for special education teachers, should have the following 
characteristics: it should be coherent, align with the Common Core standards, and it 
should develop competency in the special education field. The program should support 
the teacher’s goals, align with the Common Core Standards, assist in connecting 
25	  
	  
instructional interventions to academic content, and should address federal regulations, 
procedures, and practices unique to special education (Leko & Brownell, 2009). Further, 
the program designers should understand that special education teachers function as 
specialists within the teaching environment and are expected to understand and address 
the learning and behavioral needs of the special education students (Schirmer, 2008; 
Manning, Bullock, & Gable, 2009).  
School districts around the country are beginning to incorporate a form of 
teaching mentoring as part of their teacher induction programs. Many schools have 
developed policies including mentoring programs for new teachers as part of their teacher 
induction plan. The programs vary, but the fundamental components appear to remain the 
same. The use of reflective activities and professional conversation can enhance the 
mentor relationship and assist to improve teaching practices (Ingersoll & Smith, 2004). 
Mentoring, along with access to cooperative planning and curricular resources have 
proven to be valued supports for novice teachers. The research on mentoring is still 
relatively new and has not been subjected to much evaluation. 
A landmark study, which included a mixed-method approach involving special 
education teachers who remained in the profession for more than five years, found that 
novice special education teachers required support in classroom management, dealing 
with behavioral issues, and the early stages of mentoring (Billingsley, 2004). This 
approach could be characterized as “survival” with the focus on emotional support and 
development of classroom management (Billingsley, 2004). Providing novice special 
education teachers with a teacher induction program that promotes their professional 
growth would increase job satisfaction by further preparing them for the classroom, 
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which would improve the retention rate of special education teachers within the school 
district (Tate, 2013; Woods & Weasmer, 2004). 
At the state level, Pennsylvania School Code 22 requires that all teachers take part 
in an induction program during their first two years of teaching. Although the state does 
not mandate a specific induction program, every school district is required to develop and 
submit an induction plan to the Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) as part of 
the district’s Comprehensive Plan every six years for approval. PDE does require every 
first-year teacher to be assigned a mentor for a minimum of one full school year. The 
state’s recommended criteria for mentors includes: (1) similar assignment; (2) 
outstanding work performance; (3) models continuous learning and reflection; (4) 
knowledge of school district policies and procedures; (5) ability to work with other staff 
members; (6) willingness to take on additional responsibility; (7) mentor training; and (8) 
compatible schedules so the mentor and mentee can meet on a general basis.  
These state-level requirements align well with the research related to mentoring 
programs. The key is that the teacher induction program should be designed specifically 
to support the mentor relationship between experienced teachers and novice special 
education teachers and the mentor should have experience and knowledge in the type of 
classroom the mentee will be working in (Tate, 2013; Billingsley et al., 2009).  The 
process of teacher mentoring begins with establishing a relationship between novice 
mentor and mentee. The following categories should be a requirement of any mentoring 
program: inclusion practices, collaboration, pedagogical concerns, and managing their 
role (Billingsley et al., 2009, p. 16). Mentors should provide “direct feedback” and share 
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stories from their personal experiences to further assist novice teachers (Billingsley et al., 
2009, p. 45). 
Principals often do not play a large role in the teacher mentoring process.  
However, in their administrative role, they have the authority to develop opportunities for 
continuous collaboration between novice and veteran teachers. For example, principals 
can arrange common planning time for mentors to meet with their mentees.  They can 
also act as a resource for the special education teachers, which would add to the support 
they are receiving from their mentor during the teacher induction program (Tate, 2013).    
Stream 2: Principals and their Role in Teacher Development 
Within this stream, principals and their role in teacher development include the 
research surrounding principals as instructional leaders, understanding special education 
laws and practices, and bridging the gap between special education and general education 
teachers.  As Ellen Moir (2009) stated, “All students deserve competent and caring 
teachers, all beginning teachers deserve competent and caring mentors, and all teachers 
deserve competent and caring administrators” (p. 16).  It is imperative everyone is able to 
work together in a collaborative manner and respect each other’s individual roles and 
responsibilities within the building.  The second stream concluded with looking at school 
climate as it relates to special education teachers and Dr. Billingsley’s framework for 
teacher retention. 
Principals as instructional leaders.  The key responsibility of any principal is to 
be the instructional leader within the building and support all staff and programs, 
including special education (Frost, 2010).  The research has shown that many principals 
have very little training and classroom experience related to special education 
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(Billingsley, 2005), but those that provide support to their special education teachers have 
a higher probability of retaining teachers and producing high quality special education 
programs (McLaughlin, 2009). 
Principles of Gestalt theory can be seen in classrooms throughout the world.  
Gestalt theory falls under cognitive perspectives.  A simple definition is looking at the 
“unified whole”.  Gredler (2009) describes this as how individuals address changes in 
perception as the key to learning in problem solving.  He explains how individuals have 
the tendency to form a visual representation of the problem and then use this 
representation to form a solution.  When looking at its implementation in the classroom 
start with the changes being made in teacher behavior, changes in the relationship 
between teacher and student, and changes in the learning objectives within the 
curriculum.  The building principal is responsible in overseeing the teachers in their 
building and is required to conduct informal and formal observations of teachers in their 
classrooms to ensure relationships are being made and effective teacher practices are 
being implemented in all classrooms.  
Gestalt theory takes the cognitive domains into consideration when developing 
curriculum.  The objective is to develop the “whole child” in the areas of intellectual, 
emotional, and physical realms to their fullest potentials.  This entails utilizing both the 
academic and hidden curriculums to maximize learning. Principals need to establish 
communication systems in their buildings that allow special education and general 
education teachers the time to collaborate so students are growing in both the academic 
and social/emotional realms.  A quote by Phillips (1976) speaks volume, “if a picture is 
worth a thousand words, an experience is worth a thousand pictures”.  In order to 
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maximize optimal learning, experiential activities need to be embedded in the curriculum 
for every major concept.  This may entail the expertise of the special education teacher 
assisting the general education teacher with differentiation strategies and 
accommodations for students in the classroom. 
As the instructional leader, the principal should establish expectations that 
teachers follow a learner-centered model, which develops curriculum around the needs 
and interests of the students rather than only following the demands of the school subjects 
(Schiro, 2013).  The principal should also be a part of the curriculum council, which 
determines student achievement expectations and processes.   
Principals as Bridge Builders.  Principals are essential to establishing effective 
communication and collaboration with the special education teachers, the special 
education supervisor, and between special education teachers and general education 
(Green, 2008). Judith A. Green (2008) suggests three guiding topics principals should 
keep in mind when acting as a bridge builder: (1) How can we work together to support 
special education teachers in meeting district, state, and national goals? (2) What are the 
key challenges that schools face in reform efforts? (3) How can principals and special 
education administrators collaborate to create IEPs? 
What must principals keep in mind to work effectively with their special 
education teachers in meeting district, state, and national goals? Principals should 
know and understand special education laws and regulations and ensure their special 
education teachers similarly understand and adhere to all procedures and compliance 
timelines (Green, 2008). The principal should review the district’s communication plan 
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with their entire staff. The communication plan should act as a blueprint on how to reflect 
shared decision-making, participation, and responsibility (Caron & McLaughlin, 2002). 
One way a principal can create a safe communication environment among staff is 
by establishing and posting meeting ground rules for all staff to view that will foster open 
communication (Green, 2008).  For example, to the extent possible, preconceptions 
should be suspended so authentic and truthful dialogue can occur.  One way to begin this 
process is for staff to reflect on their own preconceptions and biases.  These ground rules 
serve as guidelines and must remain in place to promote a dedication and commitment to 
collaboration.  High turnover rates in building administration may be a result of poor 
communication pathways within the buildings. Wheatley (2002) wrote, “It’s not 
differences that divide us.  It’s our judgments about one another that do”. 
What are the key challenges that schools face in their reform efforts?  
Principals have cited assessment as their greatest challenge.  The pressure placed on them 
to “raise test scores” of the special education population within their buildings is very 
frustrating.  Principals struggle with testing students at grade level when the students may 
be instructional two or three levels below (Green, 2008).   
Teacher support was another challenge principals cited.  Gaining teacher “buy in” 
with state assessment mandates can be very difficult.  The principal is taxed with 
ensuring all staff is adhering to the testing protocols and is presenting a united front for 
the students.  Principals also struggle with finding the time to provide the required 
professional development to their staff (p. 14).   
Kugelmass and Ainscow (2004) conducted research with schools located in New 
York, England, and Portugal that were providing an inclusionary model within their 
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schools to special education students.  The purpose of their study was to identify 
leadership practices in place that increased educational delivery in the general education 
setting to students with disabilities.  They found the following elements to be in place in 
all of the schools included in the research study: 
• Vision statement in place portraying the school’s beliefs and values; 
• Teachers in all settings engaged in collaborative practices; 
• Both special and general education teachers having a common belief in 
inclusionary practices; 
• All staff understanding the social benefits of inclusion; 
• Staff and students embracing the diverse needs and see them as resources; 
• Principals encouraging collaboration among staff, students, and families; 
and 
• Integrated special education delivery is an integral part of the school (p. 
14). 
How can principals and special education administrators collaborate to create 
IEPs?  Principals and special education teachers should work together and that work 
should begin early so the principal and special education administrator can develop and 
schedule professional development for the staff.  The topics chosen will depend greatly 
on the building and needs and the level of special education understanding among the 
staff.  The professional development should include both general and special education 
teachers. 
According to Green (2008), principal involvement is critical during an IEP 
meeting.  The principal often acts as the local education agency (LEA) representative for 
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the district in their school buildings.  It is the role of the principal to commit to funds on 
the behalf of the school district to ensure the appropriate programming is in place for 
every special education student in their building.  The IEP meeting provides an 
opportunity for special and general education teachers to work together to communicate 
and collaborate on student programming and level of service.  The principal must ensure 
that all teachers working with a student not only have access to but understand the IEP 
and the accommodations required in order for the student to make adequate progress in 
their least restrictive environment.  
School Climate as it Relates to Special Education Teachers.  The field of 
education faces ongoing challenges in the preparation, recruitment, and retention of 
special education teachers.  When looking at the new teacher evaluation system, 
professional development specific to the special education teacher’s position must be 
aligned appropriately within the rubric (Anonymous, 2013).  Evidence collected is 
supporting the decrease of stress reported that by special education teachers if they 
receive ongoing professional development that incorporates collaboration with colleagues 
and administrators. 
Research has shown that teachers are the most important school-based factor in 
determining student achievement (Goldhaber, 2010).  School districts are faced with 
many budgetary constraints.  Special education is expensive and often under great 
scrutiny from school board officials.  The special education supervisor and teachers are 
often placed in positions where they need to justify why certain specialized programs are 
needed or supplemental supports should be added to assist a student.  This can be very 
taxing on teachers, which only adds to the stress due to high caseloads and endless 
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paperwork.  In a study conducted with novice and veteran special education teachers, the 
primary reasons for teachers leaving the field are: paperwork, retirement, personal issues 
such as stress, burnout, lack of administrative support, better salaries, and a desire to be a 
general education teacher (Berry, 2010).  Paperwork expectations, lack of support from 
administration, and job-related stress were the top three, which were specific to special 
education teachers (Billingsley, 2004). 
Dr. Billingsley’s Framework for Teacher Retention.  Dr. Bonnie Billingsley 
wrote the book, Cultivating and Keeping Committed Special Education Teachers: What 
Principals and District Leaders Can Do (2005).  She developed a leadership framework, 
shown in Figure 2 with two main components: ability of leaders to attract high quality 
special education teachers, and strategies to create positive work environments.   
Figure	  2.	  A	  Leader’s	  Framework	  for	  Teachers.	  
34	  
	  
 
Figure	  2.	  A	  Leader’s	  Framework	  for	  Teacher	  Retention	  from	  “Cultivating	  and	  Keeping	  Committed	  
Special	  Education	  Teachers:	  What	  Principals	  and	  District	  Leaders	  Can	  Do,”	  by	  Bonnie	  Billingsley,	  
2005,	  p.	  5.	  Copyright	  2005	  by	  Corwin	  Press.	  
	  
When principals engage in these activities with their special education staff, they 
develop an environment where teachers feel supportive, safe, and confident (Billingsley, 
2005).  In doing so, student achievement and job satisfaction is increased.  Schools that 
have a supportive and knowledgeable principal in regards to special education laws and 
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practices report a higher retention rate of special education teachers even when teachers 
are dealing with complex students with severe disabilities (Billingsley, 2009). 
One variable that is essential for a successful work environment is the relationship 
between the building principal and the special education teacher.  Building principals 
play a vital role in the cultivation of a negative or positive work environment.  Special 
education teachers require feeling a sense of belonging and not being the staff member 
looking in from the outside.  As reported by (Chambers, 2008), the number one reason 
special education teachers left was not money, but rather the level of support received 
from the building principal. 
Stream 3: Teacher Collaboration 
Within this final stream, teacher collaboration included the characteristics of 
collaboration, and the impact of collaboration for all staff and students.  The stream also 
provided a working definition of inclusion and least restrictive environment (LRE) in the 
school setting.  Are these terms the same, and if not, what are the differences?  The final 
area addressed within the third stream is the principal’s role in ensuring the IEP and all its 
components are understood by the special and general education teachers and parents. 
Characteristics of collaboration. Both novice and veteran special education 
teachers need to have opportunities to collaborate with other professionals both in and out 
of their buildings to ensure their understanding and mastery of specialized instruction and 
discuss supports available to enhance their teaching practices.  In special education this 
includes the ongoing collaboration with parents to review accommodations and progress 
on goals as outlined in their IEP.  Professional development that prepares special 
education teachers to collaborate with general education teachers in the general education 
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setting is required to allow for inclusive practices to be effective in increasing student 
achievement.  All teachers report that their participation in relevant professional 
development decreases their stress level and increases their teacher effectiveness in the 
classroom (Berry et al., 2011).  
Collaboration requires commitment from all parties involved.  The principal of 
the building needs to be the facilitator to encourage and ensure collaboration is occurring 
across all school settings.  Both general and special education teachers will bring their 
own unique skills and perspectives to the table when discussing students.  General 
education teachers are typically responsible for the curriculum since this is seen as their 
area of expertise.  Special education teachers are responsible for ensuring the students’ 
IEPs are being implemented with fidelity and assisting the general education teacher in 
adapting and modifying the curriculum to ensure all students have access to the core 
curriculum.  This includes adapting for students with severe disabilities.   
Special Education Professional Development for All Teachers. According to 
Berry et al. (2011), some of the topics teachers found helpful addressed the special 
education process, technology, general education curriculum, role of the 
paraprofessional, and communicating with parents.  But, the highest professional 
development need noted was working with students with severe disabilities such as 
autism, intellectual disability and emotional disturbance.  Novice special education 
teachers reported that the preparation they received in their pre-service program was not 
enough for them to feel successful in these classrooms.  Beginning special education 
teachers indicated that when they received effective professional development in these 
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areas, they reported that they were more committed to their position and connected with 
their staff (Whitaker, 2001). 
According to Jenkins and Yoshimura (2010), many general education teachers 
feel ill prepared to meet the needs of students with disabilities in their classrooms.  The 
IDEA requires two fundamental requirements: 1) that a special education student will 
receive a free and appropriate public education, and 2) that the program is in the least 
restrictive environment.  The IDEA requires that “to the maximum extent appropriate, 
children with disabilities, including children in public or private institutions or other care 
facilities, are educated with children who are not disabled, and special classes, separate 
schooling, or other removal of children with disabilities from the general educational 
environment occurs only when the nature or severity of the disability of a child is such 
that education in the general education classes with the use of supplementary aids and 
services cannot be achieved satisfactorily.” 20 U.S.C. '1412(a)(5)(A).  What does this 
mean for the staff and what is the principal’s role in LRE?   
As the school leader, the principal is ultimately responsible for all things that 
happen and do not happen in their buildings.  They are responsible for ensuring that all 
students’ needs are being met in the least restrictive environment and therefore should 
promote inclusionary practices and ensure the appropriate supports are available for 
teacher and students.  They also need to understand the difference between inclusion and 
LRE.  Inclusion is a philosophy that promotes school options, whereas, LRE is the 
appropriate setting for a special education student to be taught in order to make 
meaningful progress.  Ultimately, the IEP team determines the LRE placement for the 
student, and the principal is the LEA who will enforce this decision.  
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Understanding and Implementing the IEP.  It is reported that some of the 
special education teachers feel isolated from the majority of the staff within their 
buildings.  Special education teachers that work in resource or self-contained classrooms 
are often not able to engage with colleagues throughout the school day as they are 
primarily in their classrooms.  With the move toward inclusion for special education 
students, some special education teachers find it difficult to work alongside the general 
education teacher in the classroom due to resistance or inadequate support systems in 
place (Billingsley, 2004). 
Pedagogy is at the heart of special education practice.  Those working in the 
special education field have always reported that students’ individual learning needs 
drive instruction.  Special education law is very clear that the data must show that the IEP 
developed for a student with disabilities was reasonably calculated in a way that the 
student made meaningful progress.  If this is not the case, a denial of FAPE has occurred, 
which may result in compensatory education being awarded to the family.  Novice 
special education teachers with in-depth knowledge of instructional strategies and data 
collection tend to be more confident in their abilities to reach all students and are more 
likely to remain in the special education profession (Morewood & Condo, 2012).   
The Common Core State Standards (CCSS) were developed to encourage all 
school districts across the country a common focus on instruction and evaluation in the 
areas of mathematics, reading/English language arts, writing, speaking, and listening.  
CCSS is meant to be a “blueprint” for instruction (Powell, Fuchs & Fuchs, 2013).  When 
looking at the pre-service programs particularly for special education, universities are 
uncertain what revisions are necessary within their programs to ensure they are preparing 
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their teacher candidates to be successful in the work force.  CCSS has not addressed 
special education, which has left administrators with many unanswered questions for our 
legislators at the Department of Education (Murphy & Marshall, 2015). 
With the incorporation of the new teacher evaluation tool, school district 
administrators are struggling to apply the same tool to both general and special education 
teachers when their roles may be very different.  An evaluation tool needs to be 
appropriately differentiated based on the teacher’s role.  The Council for Exceptional 
Children (CEC) believes that special education evaluation tools can be effective if they 
are based on an accurate understanding of a special education teacher’s diverse role and 
include reliable indicators that measure the effectiveness of evidence-based programming 
based upon individual student goals outlined in their IEP.  Multiple indicators such as 
IEP development and implementation, measures of student growth, development of 
lesson plans, skills in providing access to general education curriculum, classroom 
management, implementation of appropriate instructional strategies, and collaboration 
with parents and team members are required indicators on the assessment rubric to 
effectively evaluate a special education teacher (Anonymous, 2013).   
As required by federal law, the principal is required to complete an evaluation for 
every teacher in their building on a yearly basis.  In addition to the formal evaluation, the 
principal is completing additional formal and informal observations and walkthroughs 
within their building particularly with the novice teaching staff.  As reported above, 
special education teachers have a unique role, which requires the principals to have an in 
depth understanding of what their duties and roles are.  Principals need to be abreast of 
special education teachers’ caseloads, complexities of the needs of the students, progress 
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monitoring data, programming in place, and compliance timelines.   They are also 
responsible in overseeing that the general education teachers are implementing every 
student’s IEP with fidelity, and if not, work with the special and general education 
teacher to ensure this is occurring as written in the IEP.  The principal and the special 
education supervisor need to coordinate the delivery and supervision of special education 
services within each building.   
Summary 
In summary, the literature is clear that teacher attrition and retention continues to 
be problematic within the education profession.  Many novice special education teachers 
enter the teaching profession without the benefit of appropriate coursework, or classroom 
experiences to be successful within the teaching environment (Leke & Brownell, 2009).  
According to Fullan (2011) teachers have entered this profession with a moral purpose 
centered on making a difference in the lives of their students, and for special education 
teachers, these negative workload conditions present barriers to achieving this moral 
purpose.  The additional demands placed on special education teachers have increased 
such as caseload numbers, compliance deadlines, data collection, litigious cases, and 
intensive needs of the students.  In order to increase the retention of special education 
teachers, it is imperative that an investigation of how a supportive school environment 
can be established that allows opportunities for special education and general education 
teachers to collaborate, and truly understand the needs of the students to maximize 
student learning for those identified in need of special education services be completed.  
It is equally important to explore the principal’s role in the retention of special education 
teachers.   
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New teachers report an intense need for the principal to be readily and actively 
available and involved in the transition into their new role as a special education teacher 
(Davis, 2008).  Novice teachers’ needs differ for those of a veteran teacher.  Effective 
mentoring and induction programs can play an important role in providing support to 
novice teachers.  The principals need to understand the unique role of each special 
education teacher within their building in order to connect them with the appropriate 
mentor.  Therefore, as research is conducted to find ways to increase teacher retention, it 
is vital that principals have an in depth knowledge of special education practices and the 
role of special education teachers within their buildings and create a community where in 
teachers feel safe, supported, and valued (Billingsley, 2004). 
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
 Teacher attribution has been a concern for many years particularly with novice 
special education teachers (Leko & Smith, 2010).  The research indicates that 40% to 
50% of novice special education teachers leave the field within the first five years 
(Olovarez & Arnold, 2006). This research study contributes to the field by identifying 
factors that may assist school districts in the retention of novice special education 
teachers, particularly focusing on the role of the principal in fostering a supportive 
environment. 
The main purpose of this research was to identify issues related to the retention of 
special education teachers.  The study focused around three main goals: (1) Identify what 
building administrators’ perceive as their role in retaining special education teachers 
within their buildings, (2) Identify how the special education teachers perceive the 
building administrator’s role in the retention of special education teachers within their 
buildings, and (3) Based on the results of the study, identify required leadership qualities 
and interventions/practices that would increase the retention of special education 
teachers, in their current positions within their buildings.  The complexity of the special 
education discipline is a challenge for special education teachers, and finding ways to 
support special education teachers presents a challenge for schools (Filce, Sharpton, & 
Ryndak, 2008).  
 This chapter includes a brief review of the purpose of the research, research 
questions, and a more thorough explanation of the research design being proposed. The 
research design includes the population and participants, instrumentation, data collection, 
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and data analysis. The research methods describe what quantitative and qualitative 
methods were completed and the participants involved in the study. The chapter will 
conclude with addressing ethical concerns and a summary of the research. 
Research Questions 
1. What factors do special education teachers identify as influencing high special 
education teacher attrition rates?  
2. What factors do building principals identify as influencing high special education 
teacher attrition rates? 
3. To what extent are there differences between special education teachers’ 
identified factors influencing high special education teacher attrition rates and 
those identified by building principals?  
Research Design and Rationale 
This convergent parallel mixed methods design collects both quantitative and 
qualitative data during the same time period (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). The basic 
criteria for any mixed method design is not only to include both quantitative and 
qualitative data collection but to give the data gathered equal weight within the study, as 
shown in shown in Figure 3.  Each set of data is collected and analyzed independently 
and the researcher studies the same variables from two perspectives to evaluate whether 
the two methods produce equivalent results. This is known as triangulation (Creswell & 
Plano Clark, 2011). The final analysis brought the results of each set of data together and 
merged them during the interpretation phase.  
 
44	  
	  
 
Figure 3: Convergent parallel design adopted from Creswell (2012) 
The research employed a cross sectional quantitative online survey, which was 
administered to both building administrators and special education teachers.  This was a 
close-ended survey intended to generate numerical data from two sources that shows the 
level of principal knowledge of special education and how supportive they are with 
special education teachers within their buildings.  Responses were analyzed using a 
descriptive, inductive method, which allowed “meaning to emerge from the data,” 
(Kisely & Kendall, 2011, p. 364).  All participants remained anonymous.   
The research also employed a qualitative interview of both groups.  These 
interviews were completed during the same time frame as the survey.  Approximately 
10% of the survey participants were asked to participate in an interview.  The structured 
open-ended interviews were intended to gather information on the participants’ 
perspectives on the principal’s role in the retention of special education teachers.  Both 
the survey and interview questions included in this research are designed in a manner to 
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elicit candid responses from the participants that were transcribed and summarized 
without bias.  The timeline developed is sensitive to the availability of staff throughout 
the school year and state testing windows to promote participation in the survey and 
interview process. (see Appendix A). 
Site and Population 
 The target population of this research study involved multiple sites using a 
convergent parallel mixed method design including surveying and interviewing building 
administrators, principals, assistant principals, and special education teachers employed 
by two publicly-funded school districts located in one southeastern county in 
Pennsylvania.  Both school districts are comparable in that they are both large suburban 
school districts with high performing state test results and a low poverty percentage. Both 
were given an A+ rating from Niche, which is a website that collects data from the 
Department of Education and the U.S. Census to assist families in finding the “right fit” 
school district.  District A has a total student population of 12,149 including 2,101 
identified special education students, which is 17.3% of the full student population.  
District B has a total student population of 11,800 including 1,490, which is 12.7% of the 
full student population. 
Table 1  
Building administrators and special education teachers from District A and District B. 
 
School 
District 
High School Middle School 
 
Elementary 
 
Total  
 
# of 
Bldg. 
Admin 
# of Spec. 
Ed 
Teachers 
# of 
Bldg. 
Admin 
# of Spec. 
Ed 
Teachers 
# of 
Bldg. 
Admin 
# of Spec. 
Ed 
Teachers 
# of Bldg. 
Admin 
# of Spec. 
Ed 
Teachers 
District 
A 
10 34 6 29 10 41 26 104 
District 
B 
12 30 9 27 10 37 31 94 
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Site Access 
A letter was written and submitted electronically to the superintendents of both 
publicly-funded school districts located in one southeastern county in Pennsylvania 
introducing the researcher and outlining the purpose of the study, timelines, the 
participants for the study (specific to both survey and interview) and their rights, and a 
request to allow voluntary participation in the study from the building administrators and 
special education teachers.  The respective superintendents granted permission to the 
researcher to conduct the study and also allowed their building administrators and special 
education teachers to participate in this study. 
 Participant selection. As previously mentioned, the participants for this study 
included building administrators, who are principals and assistant principals, and also 
included special education teachers employed within two publicly-funded school districts 
located in one southeastern county in Pennsylvania.  Since this study incorporates a 
convergent parallel mixed methods research model, all building administrators and 
special education teachers from both districts were invited to participate in the 
quantitative survey, but a smaller sample from each group were then asked to participate 
in a follow-up phone interview. The researcher ensured the sample was equally 
distributed between the two school districts and disciplines. 
 Participants included approximately 57 building administrators and 198 special 
education teachers.  Participants invited included from every level – elementary, middle, 
and high school.  The goal for participation in the interview stage was ten%, which if 100 
percent participation rate in the survey would result in approximately six building 
administrators and twenty special education teachers being interviewed for the study.  All 
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participants from the school districts were full-time employees and considered highly 
qualified as deemed by the Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE).  
Research Methods 
Description of Quantitative Method Used 
 In conducting the surveys the researcher’s objective was to collect and analyze the 
data in a precise statistical manner to ensure the results are a truthful reflection of the 
participant’s perceptions. Survey studies are used to describe trends in the data and to 
learn about a population rather than to predict outcomes (Creswell, 2012). After 
reviewing multiple survey methods, it was determined that a web-based survey would be 
the best instrument to be used to collect the data because all participants had access to 
computers and the Internet. An online survey provides greater anonymity, leading 
participants to answer questions more honestly (Ritter & Sue, 2007). 
 Survey design.  The researcher gained permission to use a survey instrument used 
in a study conducted in 2011, Self Assessment Tool for Administrators to Promote 
Retention of Beginning Special Education Teachers developed by Dawn M. Hanson.  At 
the time permission was granted, the researcher also sought approval to make minor 
changes to the scale to meet specific parameters of the research being conducted and to 
include special education teachers as part of the survey participants (see Appendix B). 
The survey instrument selected addresses the research questions included in this 
study as outlined in the conceptual framework previously discussed. The survey was 
designed using Qualtrics, which is an online survey tool.  The cross-sectional survey was 
administered to building principals and special education teachers who are currently 
employed in two publicly-funded school districts located in one southeastern county in 
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Pennsylvania.  The quantitative survey asked specific questions to identify factors 
influencing high special education attrition rates and possible administrative supports 
needed to reduce the high special education teacher attrition rates (see Appendices C & 
D).  All survey responses were used and analyzed.  
 The participants responded to the quantitative online survey, which includes a 
demographic section and a 23-item Likert scale design broken into five domains.  
Domain I includes four questions pertaining to self-development.  Domain II includes 
nine questions focusing on teacher supports.  Domain III includes four questions 
gathering information pertaining to special education teacher workload.  Domain IV 
includes four questions that probe the respondents around school climate.  Lastly, domain 
V includes two questions about mentoring and induction practices.  
Description of Qualitative Method Used 
 To ensure the information was reliable and provided a comprehensive overview to 
answer the research questions included in this study, the researcher used multiple sources 
of data collection.  Using a convergent parallel mixed method design including both a 
survey and interview allowed the researcher to evaluate the impact of the principal’s role 
in the retention of special education teachers (Creswell, 2012).   
This qualitative method research design was based upon grounded theory, which 
was introduced by sociologists Barney Glaser and Anselm Strauss in their book, The 
Discovery of Grounded Theory in 1967 (Merrium & Tisdell, 2016).  The researcher 
employed a qualitative interview of building principals and special education teachers to 
gather additional information as well as validate the survey data collected on factors 
relating to the high factors of high special education attrition rates.   Permission to 
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complete the research study has been granted from both publicly-funded school districts.  
The researcher was the primary instrument used for the data collection and analyzed the 
data thematically.  The interview questions included in this research were designed in a 
manner to elicit candid responses from the participants that were transcribed and 
summarized without bias (see Appendices E & F).   
 The phone interview was chosen to control the effects of the responses by 
eliminating the effects of such factors related to body language and facial gestures.  The 
interviews conducted asked questions directly related to the research questions included 
in this study.  The interviewer limited the questions to ensure participant’s continued 
focus and validity of answers.  The approximate time for the phone interview was twenty 
minutes. 
Data Collection.  The first step of the research process was to seek approval from 
the Instructional Review Board (IRB) through Drexel University.  This approval is 
required when completing research involving human subjects as part of the doctoral 
program.  The researcher followed all procedures of the IRB process as written within the 
Drexel University guidelines.  
Once approval was received from the superintendents, all the building 
administrators were sent an email introducing the researcher, purpose of the study, 
confidentiality agreement, and assurance that all responses would remain anonymous.  
Additionally, the researcher asked the building administrator permission to survey and 
interview the special education teachers within their building.  The researcher then sent 
an email to all the special education teachers describing the study and asked them to 
review the research study information and consent to participate in the study. 
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After informed consent was received from the participants, an email was sent to 
the building administrators and special education teachers with a link to the appropriate 
survey and the timeline of the survey.  An additional email was sent to all participants 
two weeks later, thanking those who have completed the survey and asking for 
participation from those who had not yet completed the survey.  An additional email was 
sent the week before the survey deadline to urge those to complete the survey and thank 
those who participated.  After thirty days, the survey link closed. 
Since a convergent parallel mixed methods study design was used, the survey and 
phone interviews began at the same time, and data was collected simultaneously.   
Approximately six building administrators and twenty special education teachers from 
the participating school districts were identified to participate in a phone interview.  Only 
building principals were asked to participate in the interview, as they are ultimately the 
administrator responsible for their buildings.  The special education teachers were 
randomly selected to ensure each level was equally included as participants in the study.  
The researcher ensured that the principals and the special education teachers selected to 
participate in the interview included all levels – elementary, middle, and high school.  An 
email was sent to all those identified asking them for contact information and availability 
to participate in a twenty-minute phone interview.  Each participate received a copy of 
the proposed questions prior to the interview with the assurance the same questions 
would be asked from each person.  At the conclusion of the survey and interviews, each 
participant was formally thanked for their participation in the study. 
Data Analysis.  The qualitative data collected from the phone interviews was 
transcribed, coded, and analyzed.  The researcher utilized the traditional line-by-line 
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coding and aligned the information to the conceptual framework.  According to Creswell 
(2012), researchers have the choice of using the traditional hand analysis or a computer-
based program.  The researcher explored computer-based transcription programs and 
determined that Rev.com, which is a web-based transcription company, was the best 
choice and most secure method to be used to complete the research.  As a result of the 
information gathered, themes were developed that were connected to the research 
questions.  
Data was retrieved directly from the Qualtrics embedded analysis system.  An 
analysis of the data was summarized in a variety of ways including individual responses, 
open-ended responses and question summaries.  The completed reports included both 
qualitative and quantitative analysis of the survey questions. 
Both the qualitative and quantitative were reviewed and analyzed to identify 
differences and commonalities between the building administrators and special education 
teacher perceptions of factors that influence the high special education teacher attrition 
rates and possible interventions to increase special education teacher retention rates.   
Ethical Considerations 
 When beginning the research, the researcher looked at the ethical considerations 
involved in a mixed methods design.  The informal consent form was thoroughly 
explained to all participants. All informal consent forms were signed and kept on file. 
The research study procedures were thoroughly explained to all and participation was 
voluntary. In addition, all rights of the participants were closely monitored.  All 
participants were informed that all responses would remain anonymous and 
confidentiality was guaranteed.  All participants were informed they could discontinue 
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participation at any time, and the information collected would be used for research 
purposes only. 
 This study included personal experiences from the participants, which may lead to 
biases that could potentially compromise the trustworthiness of the findings.  The study 
involved all building administrators and special education teachers regardless of years of 
service from a variety of school districts varying in culture and available resources.  This 
could have potentially resulted in additional biases due to work environment and culture.  
Because the researcher asked for voluntary participation in both the survey and interview 
stages, it is likely that the responses provided were truthful and contributed to the 
research. 
Summary 
 This convergent parallel mixed method research design included responses from 
building administrators and special education teachers from two publicly-funded school 
districts located in one southeastern county in Pennsylvania.  Data was gathered using an 
online survey and phone interviews were conducted simultaneously. Both parts of the 
study included participants from elementary, middle, and high school levels to gather 
comprehensive data, which assisted in answering the research questions as outlined in 
chapters one and three.  Both the qualitative and quantitative was reviewed and analyzed 
using a triangulation method to identify differences and commonalities between the 
building administrators’ and special education teachers’ perceptions of factors that 
influence the high special education attrition rates and possible interventions to increase 
special education retention rates. 
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS, RESUTS, AND INTERPRETATIONS 
Introduction 
 The purpose of this dissertation study was to explore factors that contributed to 
special education teachers leaving their positions, and the development of supportive 
work environments that sustain the retention of special education teachers with the 
emphasis on the principal’s role.  Special education teacher retention has been a 
significant issue facing the K-12 education system across the United States for many 
years and continues to grow.  According to Bonnie Billingsley (2007), “the lack of 
special education teachers threatens the quality of education that students with disabilities 
receive”. In order to understand the needs of special education teachers to possibly 
increase their retention in the field of special education, the researcher sought to answer 
the following research questions: 
1. What factors do special education teachers identify as influencing high special 
education teacher attrition rates? 
2. What factors do building principals identify as influencing high special education 
teacher attrition rates? 
3. To what extent are there differences between special education teachers’ 
identified factors influencing high special education teacher attrition rates and 
those identified by building principals?  
This study implemented a mixed method, convergent parallel design to answer these 
research questions.  Quantitative data was derived from a close-ended, online survey, and 
qualitative data from open-ended phone interviews of both special education teachers and 
building principals currently employed in two publicly-funded school districts located in 
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one southeastern county in Pennsylvania.  The data was collected during the same time 
period, and the data were analyzed separately.  The researcher then merged and compared 
the qualitative and quantitative data to develop overall interpretations (Creswell, 2012).   
It was imperative for the researcher to gather information related to the participants’ 
beliefs and values (Charmaz, 2006). Identifying this information allowed the researcher 
to provide informed recommendations to the study.  
The quantitative survey data was analyzed using statistical means. In addition to 
demographic data, survey participants were asked about their perceptions of factors 
influencing high special education attrition rates through statements of agreement on a 
four-point scale ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (4).  Descriptive 
statistics were generated on each of the 23 individual questions, which were within the 
five domains of the web-based survey. These descriptive statistics included the mean 
scores for each question, as well as the frequency distribution for each response.  Cross 
tabulations were also run to provide a partial basis for overall findings of this research 
study.  
To complement the quantitative data collected via close-ended online surveys 
conducted with both special education teachers and building principals, semi-structured, 
open-ended phone interviews were conducted with smaller groups of special education 
teachers and building principals to identify common themes as cited by both groups 
regarding high special education teacher attrition rates.  The first part of the qualitative 
data analysis involved the transcription of the interviews via an online company, 
Rev.com,that provided word-for-word accounts of all verbal utterances from the 
uploaded audio recordings.  Part two included total immersion into the data, involving 
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reading and rereading the transcripts to ensure the researcher fully understood the 
information gained during the interview phase.  Part three involved organizing and 
coding the information into categories.  Creswell (2012), believes that coding is the 
foundation for everything that comes after.  The researcher examined the information 
looking for similarities, and all coding was completed manually by the researcher and 
categorized into preliminary codes from both groups of interview data. 
 The following 13 preliminary codes were identified and analyzed for themes. 
1. Level currently serving in an educational capacity 
2. Experience 
3. Educational background 
4. Required principal depth of knowledge in special education  
5. Differences and similarities in direct supervision of special education teachers 
6. Principal limitations in knowledge and experience with special education 
7. Mentor requirements for new special education teachers 
8. Communication of special education laws and best practices to school staff 
9. Culture of special education needs and current practices within the school 
building and the overall acceptance from the entire school community 
10. Feedback provided to special education teachers from principal 
11. Special education teacher professional growth 
12. Future potential training for building principals 
13. Future potential training for special education teachers 
The fourth part of the data analysis involved reviewing the preliminary codes for 
theme connections, and sorting the codes into the potential themes (Creswell, 2009).  The 
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researcher organized the themes using an Excel spread sheet, which made it easy to sort 
the codes identified in the data sets.  The fifth part of this process included the refinement 
of the coding, which led to the development of a graphic representation of the 
overarching themes that emerged from the qualitative data analysis phase.  
 From the 13 codes identified, four overarching themes emerged relating to issues 
regarding the retention of special education teachers.  The themes included: leadership 
experience and depth of knowledge of special education, administrative support and 
feedback for special education teachers, communication and collaboration, and lastly, 
challenges and frustrations (see Figure 4).  While searching for themes, the researcher 
found that the themes were not independent but overlapped among each of the categories 
and subcategories.  The sixth and final part of the qualitative process involved the 
interpretation of the data as it related to answering the research questions.  These results 
will be presented in the findings section of this chapter. 
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Figure 4. Qualitative research themes: Issues relating to the retention of special education 
teachers. 
Findings 
 This chapter details the qualitative and quantitative findings of building 
principals’ and special education teachers’ factors identifying as influencing high special 
education teacher attrition rates.  An overview of the participant demographics from both 
groups are presented first, followed by presenting the findings as they address each of the 
research questions.  Given the research study implemented a convergent parallel mixed 
methods design, both qualitative and quantitative findings are presented.  Neither type of 
data collection took precedence, both carried equal weight within the study (Creswell 
2012).  Within the chapter, the researcher presents findings from qualitative and 
quantitative approaches and concludes with the interpretation results after both 
approaches were merged.  
Data Collection 
 Data collection was conducted over a four-week time period, beginning on 
February 6, 2017 and ending on March 6, 2017.  The target population of this research 
study involved building administrators, principals, assistant principals, and special 
education teachers employed by two publicly-funded school districts located in one 
southeastern county in Pennsylvania.  All participants reported their current position 
being either a building level administrator or a special education teacher employed by 
one of the two school districts invited to participate in this research study.   
 The researcher previously identified an estimation of approximately 57 building 
administrators and 198 special education teachers from every level – elementary, middle, 
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and high school as participants in the research study.  When the researcher sent the 
invitation to participate in the study to the potential participants via email, an out of office 
message was received from four building administrators and nine special education 
teachers.  Ultimately, 53 building administrators and 189 special education teachers were 
invited to participate in the online survey.  Out of the participants invited to complete the 
online survey, 43% (n=23) of the building administrators, and 39% (n=74) of the special 
education teachers participated.  The researcher for the interview portion of the research 
sought a participation rate of 10% of the online survey participants from both groups.  
Actual interview participation was, 35% (n=8) from building administrators, and 32% 
(n=24) from special education teachers. 
Demographics 
 Quantitative data. All respondents reported that they were full-time employees 
at one of the two publicly-funded school districts selected for the research study in one of 
the following roles:  principal, assistant principal, or special education teacher.  Building 
administrators and special education teachers were given separate survey links but asked 
the same questions, which included a demographic section.   
Table 2 provides demographic information for participant building administrators.  
Of the 23 building administrator respondents, the median time spent in their current 
position was 6-10 years (n=9, 39%).  All participants reported possessing at least a 
master’s degree with a principal certification, and 30% (n=7) hold a doctoral degree or 
are currently enrolled in a doctorate program.   
Of the 74 special education respondents, 72 completed the survey in its entirety.  
All responses were counted, even if some were omitted.  The results were bimodal, with 
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the following two categories holding equal number of respondents.  The time special 
education teachers spent in their current position were 0-2 years and 6-10 years (n=17, 
23%).  In addition, the demographic portion of the survey recorded the participants’ 
educational levels.  They were reported as the following:  16% (n=12) at the bachelor’s 
level, 70% (n=52) at the master’s level, 7% (n=5) reported having a doctoral degree, and 
7% (n=5) having earned a supervisor of special education certification or a master’s 
equivalent degree.  The respondents to the survey were fairly evenly distributed between 
elementary, middle, and secondary levels (see Table 2). 
Table 2 
Building Administrator Demographics 
Demographics       n      % 
Years in current administrative position 
 0-2 years      5  21.74% 
 3-5 years      7  30.43% 
 6-10 years      9  39.13% 
 Over 10 years      2   8.70% 
 Total       23  100% 
Highest level of educational certification 
 Masters w/Principal Cert    16  69.56% 
 Doctorate       5  21.74% 
 Other        2    8.70% 
 Total       23  100% 
Special Education Certification 
 Yes        9  39.13% 
 No       14  60.87% 
 Total       23  100% 
Directly supervise special education 
 Yes       21  91.30% 
 No        2    8.70% 
 Total       23  100% 
Source: n = 23  
 
Table 3 
Special Education Teacher Demographics 
Demographics       n      % 
Years in current position 
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 0-2 years      17  22.97% 
 3-5 years      15  20.27% 
 6-10 years      17  22.97% 
 Over 10 years      25  33.78% 
 Total       74             100% 
Highest level of educational certification 
 Bachelors      12  16.22% 
 Masters      52  70.27% 
 Doctorate       5    6.76% 
 Other        5    6.76% 
 Total       74  100% 
Current level teaching 
 Elementary      27  36.99%  
 Middle       18  24.66%% 
 Secondary      28  38.36% 
 Total       74  100% 
Special Education Certification (not emergency cert) 
 Yes       64  86.49% 
 No       10  13.51% 
 Total       74  100% 
Source: n = 74  
 Ninety-one percent (n=21) of the building administrator participants reported that 
they directly supervised the special education teachers within their buildings.  Thirty-nine 
percent (n=9) possessed a special education degree.  Whereas, almost 14% (n=10) of the 
special education teacher participants reported they did not possess a special education 
certification but were acting in a special education capacity. 
 Qualitative data.  The participants for the interview portion of the research were 
selected by indicating interest and willingness by entering their contact information at the 
conclusion of the building administrator and special education teacher surveys.  Every 
building administrator and special education teacher who expressed interest was 
contacted by the researcher to schedule a time to complete the interview.  Twenty-eight 
special education teachers expressed interest but only twenty-four interviews were 
completed due to participants’ unforeseen circumstances, and scheduling conflicts.  All 
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eight of the building administrators who expressed interest completed the interview 
process.  Interviews were conducted over a 4-week period.  All interviews were audio-
recorded and sent to Rev.com for transcription and then coded and analyzed for themes.  
Each participant was given a pseudonym and all demographic characteristics were 
limited only to essential information required to answer the questions.  This information 
was masked to protect the confidentiality of each participant.  The breakdown of 
interview participation by position and building level is illustrated in Table 4.  
Table 4 
Interview participants by position and building level.  
 
Building Level Special Education Teachers Building Administrators 
Elementary School 7 3 
Middle School 7 2 
High School 10 3 
Total 24 8 
 
 All interviews were conducted via phone.  Building administrators provided 
educational background that added insight to those overseeing school buildings in the 
districts that were part of this research study.  Their years of experience as building 
administrators ranged from less than two years to completing their seventeenth year.  
Every building administrator held a minimum of a Master’s degree with a principal 
certification, and two held doctoral degrees.  Out of the eight building administrators 
interviewed, six had special education teaching certifications, two of which held 
certification as a supervisor of special education and had previously worked in this role 
prior to becoming a building administrator.  
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 Twenty-four special education teachers were also interviewed.  Their years of 
teaching special education ranged from fewer than two years to 24 years.  The mean 
years of experience was ten years.  Out of the 24 special education teachers interviewed, 
three held principal certification, two held a Master’s degree in educational leadership, 
three held a reading specialist certification, and two had earned supervisor of special 
education certifications.  
Data Analysis 
 A convergent parallel, mixed method design was utilized to complete this 
research study.  Both quantitative and qualitative data were collected concurrently over 
the same four-week period.  The research study included two groups of participants; 
building administrators and special education teachers employed by two publicly-funded 
school districts located in one southeastern county in Pennsylvania.  The data from the 
survey and interview were analyzed separately to ensure one did not influence the other.  
A triangulation method was used where the researcher studied the same variables twice to 
determine whether both methods produced equivalent results (Creswell & Plano Clark, 
2011).  The final analysis brought both sets of data together and merged them to identify 
areas of similarities and differences, which are presented in the results and interpretations 
section as they relate to each of the research questions posed.  
 Quantitative data. The survey was administered to building administrators and 
special education teachers.  The participants responded to a 23-item Likert scale design 
broken into five domains.  Domain I includes four questions pertaining to self-
development.  Domain II includes nine questions focusing on teacher supports.  Domain 
III includes four questions gathering information pertaining to special education teacher 
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workload.  Domain IV includes four questions that probe the respondents around school 
climate.  Lastly, domain V includes two questions about mentoring and induction 
practices.  Appendices G and H show a representation of response data to the survey 
questions provided by the special education teachers and building administrators.  
Statistical analysis using mean scores were conducted on both groups: special 
education teachers and building administrators for questions contained in each domain.  
A column to represent the mean difference between the two groups was included to assist 
in ascertaining the extent to which there are differences between special education 
teachers’ identified factors influencing high special education teacher attrition rates and 
those identified by building principals. 
Table 5 represents the mean and mean difference scores for each question within 
the self- development domain.  In answering the questions that building administrators 
have a good understanding of special education law and policies and are comfortable 
acting as a local education agency (LEA) representative during IEP meetings, both 
groups indicated that the building administrators have a good understanding and feel 
comfortable dealing with special education matters.  Overall, 81% (n=59) of the special 
education teachers reported that their building administrators had a good understanding 
and 29% (n=17) reported an in-depth knowledge of special education laws and policies.  
Only one building administrator reported lacking the knowledge required to act as LEA 
during IEP meetings with having 78% (n=18) of the building administrators feeling 
comfortable with not only acting as LEA but making financial decisions that may impact 
the budget.  A majority of the special education teachers 77% (n=56) agreed with these 
results.  When asked about attendance of the LEA at IEP meetings (only attending, not 
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level of participation), 93% (n=68) of the special education teachers and 96% (n=22) of 
the building administrators agreed one was present.  
Table 5 
Mean and Mean Difference Scores as Reported by Special Education Teachers and 
Building Administrators within the Self-Development Domain 
 
Domain: Self-Development Minimum Maximum SET 
Mean 
n= 73 
BA 
Mean 
n= 23 
Mean 
Difference 
between 
groups 
Building administrator has good 
understanding of special education law 
and policy  
1.00 4.00 3.01 3.17 -0.16 
Building administrator actively seeks 
to educate self about issues and 
current topics in special education  
1.00	   4.00	   2.86 2.96 -0.10 
Building administrator generally 
attends and participates in IEP 
meetings 
1.00	   4.00	   3.49 3.74 -0.25 
Building administrator  feels 
comfortable in acting as LEA  
1.00	   4.00	   3.15 3.26 -0.11 
 
 Table 6 represents the mean and mean difference scores for each question within 
the teacher supports domain.  When asked if building administrators provide feedback to 
special education teachers, 100% (n=23) of building administrators agreed or strongly 
agreed. While all building administrators agreed that they provided feedback 79% (n=58) 
of the special education teachers reported a lower level of feedback provided by the 
building administrator.  Both groups reported that although special education teachers are 
included in school activities and are appreciated, improvement is needed.  Overall, 82% 
(n=59) of the special education teachers reported their building administrators provide 
support to them when dealing with parents, and 67% (n=49) when interacting with 
general education teachers.  Building administrators rated themselves at 100% (n=23) 
when responding to each these questions, which is significantly higher than what was 
reported by the special education teachers.  Another area that showed a significant 
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difference of reporting between the groups is the assurance that special education 
teachers within the buildings have a clear, written understanding of their job 
responsibilities.  Sixty-four percent (n=47) of the special education teachers responded 
they do have this understanding while 32% (n=15) “strongly disagreed”.  As for 
administrators, 87% (n=20) reported that special education teachers within their building 
have this understanding.  
Table 6 
Mean and Mean Difference Scores as Reported by Special Education Teachers and 
Building Administrators within the Teacher Supports Domain 
 
Domain: Teacher Supports Minimum Maximum SET 
Mean 
n= 73 
BA 
Mean 
n= 23 
Mean 
Difference 
between 
groups 
Building administrators generally 
observe and provide feedback to teachers  
1.00 4.00 3.05 3.70 -0.65 
Special educators are fully included in 
all staff professional and social activities  
1.00	   4.00	   2.82 3.52 -0.70 
Time is allocated to generally express 
appreciation to teachers and 
acknowledge good work  
1.00	   4.00	   2.70 3.57 -0.87 
School philosophy promotes the shared 
responsibility of educating students with 
special needs  
1.00	   4.00	   2.62 3.39 -0.77 
High quality, relevant professional 
development is provided with teacher 
input  
1.00 4.00 2.42 3.17 -0.75 
Building administrators support teachers 
in interactions with parents  
1.00	   4.00	   3.11 3.83 -0.72 
Building administrators provide 
emotional support as needed to teachers  
1.00	   4.00	   2.86 3.74 -0.88 
Building administrators support teachers 
in interactions with general education 
teachers 
1.00	   4.00	   2.82 3.61 -0.79 
Special Education teachers have clear, 
realistic, written job descriptions 
1.00 4.00 2.15 3.26 -1.11 
  
Table 7 represents the mean and mean difference scores for each question within 
the workload domain.  There were significant differences in reported answers on the 
question regarding whether time is designated for special education responsibilities.  
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Special education teachers reported that this area was not addressed in an effective 
manner with 64% (n=47) disagreeing, and 43% (n=20) strongly disagreeing.”  Whereas, 
91% (n=21) of the building administrators reported that adequate time was being 
provided.  About half of the respondents of both groups reported that caseloads were 
primarily determined based upon federal guidelines rather than the significance of student 
needs, and little to no clerical support was being provided to assist special education 
teachers with their paperwork. 
Table 7 
Mean and Mean Difference Scores as Reported by Special Education Teachers and 
Building Administrators within the Workload Domain 
 
Domain: Workload Minimum Maximum SET 
Mean 
n= 73 
BA 
Mean 
n= 23 
Mean 
Difference 
between 
groups 
Time is specifically designated for 
IEPs, parent meetings, etc.  
1.00 4.00 2.14 3.48 -1.34 
Assistance with curriculum 
development is available  
1.00 4.00 2.45 2.65 -0.20 
Caseloads are determined not just by 
number of students 
1.00 4.00 2.12 2.74 -0.62 
Whenever possible clerical staff 
complete required special education 
paperwork  
1.00 4.00 1.52 1.70 -0.18 
 
Table 8 represents the mean and mean difference scores for each question within 
the school climate domain.  In answering whether special education is conveyed in a 
positive manner, 56% (n=41) of the special education teachers agreed, while 96% (n=22) 
of the building administrators reported this occurred in their building.  Special education 
teachers also reported lower levels of agreement when asked about whether their ideas 
were welcomed: 70% (n=51) agreed, and almost 30% (n=20) disagreed, while 100% 
(n=23) of the administrators agreed. When asked if special education classrooms and size 
were located in the same area as the general education classrooms, building 
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administrators reported that 96% (n=22) agreed regarding the location and 35% (n=18) 
agreed regarding classroom size.  Special education teachers’ responses were similar to 
building administrators’ responses to questions relating to special education classrooms’ 
location and size. 
Table 8 
Mean and Mean Difference Scores as Reported by Special Education Teachers and 
Building Administrators within the School Climate Domain 
 
Domain: School Climate Minimum Maximum SET 
Mean 
n= 73 
BA 
Mean 
n= 23 
Mean 
Difference 
between 
groups 
Positive attitude is conveyed regarding 
special education  
1.00 4.00 2.52 2.30 0.22 
Teacher ideas are welcomed, solicited, 
and given serious consideration  
1.00 4.00 2.74 3.65 -0.91 
Special education classrooms are 
located in the same areas of the school 
as general education classrooms  
1.00 4.00 2.93 3.61 -0.68 
Special education classrooms are 
equal in size and aesthetics to general 
education classrooms  
1.00 4.00 2.44 2.91 -0.47 
 
Table 9 represents the mean and mean difference scores for each question within 
the mentoring and induction domain.  Both building administrators and special education 
teachers agreed that their buildings implemented a comprehensive induction program for 
new teachers.  When asked if new special education teachers were assigned a master 
teacher as a mentor, 21% (n=15) disagreed, while building administrators reported that 
91% (n=21) agreed that their new special education teachers were assigned a master 
teacher as a mentor in their buildings.  The question did not define what qualified as a 
master teacher or if they were special education certified.   
Table 9 
Mean and Mean Difference Scores as Reported by Special Education Teachers and 
Building Administrators within the Mentoring and Induction Domain 
 
Domain: Mentoring and Induction Minimum Maximum SET BA Mean 
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Mean 
n= 73 
Mean 
n= 23 
Difference 
between 
groups 
Implementation of a comprehensive 
induction program  
1.00 4.00 3.08 3.39 -0.31 
Ensured new special education 
teachers were assigned a mentor that 
was a master teacher 
1.00 4.00 3.03 3.52 -0.49 
 
 Qualitative data. The qualitative portion of the research involved the 
organization and analysis of the data collected from phone interviews with building 
administrators and special education teachers.  Data from eight building administrators 
and 24 special education teachers is in narrative and graphic format.  All interview 
participants completed the survey portion of the research study and volunteered to 
participate in the interview as a way to enhance the information gained through the 
quantitative portion of the study.  In addition to demographic data, both groups were 
asked to respond to questions surrounding building principal knowledge and involvement 
in special education, and perceptions of how the building administrators have assisted in 
the professional growth of the special education teachers within the building.  As a result, 
four primary themes arose: (1) Leadership experience and depth of knowledge in special 
education, (2) Administrative support for special education teachers, (3) Communication 
and collaboration, and (4) Challenges and frustrations.  The analysis of the qualitative 
data was conducted in an objective manner to prevent unintentional bias from occurring 
that could lead to the misrepresentation of the results.  In addition to the four primary 
themes, the original 13 preliminary codes identified by the researcher were organized 
within the four primary themes.  The identified primary themes and subthemes are as 
follows: 
1. Leadership experience and depth of knowledge in special education  
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a. Experience 
b. Educational background 
c. Required principal depth of knowledge in special education 
d. Principal limitations in knowledge and experience with special 
education 
2. Administrative support for special education 
a. Differences and similarities in direct supervision of special education 
teachers 
b. Feedback provided to special education teachers from principals 
c. Mentor requirements for new special education teachers 
3. Communication and collaboration 
a. Level currently serving in an educational capacity 
b. Communication of special education to school staff 
c. Culture of special education within the school building 
4. Challenges and frustrations 
a. Special education teacher professional growth 
b. Future potential training for building administrators 
c. Future potential training for special education teachers 
Within this chapter, findings from each theme are included and summarized using 
both narrative and graphic methods.  Notes were extracted from the interviews and 
organized according to similar meaning.  The meanings were then grouped by themes.  
Each interview participant was provided a pseudonym for identification.  Being that two 
different groups participated in the interviews, the researcher used “BA” to identify the 
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role of building administrator and “SET” for special education teacher.  Following the 
role identifier, each participant was assigned a number.  For example, if the interviewee 
was a special education teacher, the pseudonym provided may be SET1.   
 Theme 1: Leadership experience and depth of knowledge in special education.  
The initial results of the research focused on how building administrators may contribute 
to the retention of special education teachers within their building.  When asked about 
experience and certification, six of the eight building administrators shared they 
possessed special education certifications with two having previous experience in 
working as a supervisor of special education.  BA2, a middle school principal who 
directly supervises special education teachers stated: 
I was a special education teacher before I was a regular education teacher, before 
I was an administrator.  I have that certification.  I have a different perspective, 
maybe, than other principals that maybe don’t have that education or perspective 
themselves.  I think that’s certainly helped me in the administration field.  
 
All 24 of the special education teachers interviewed possessed a valid certification 
in special education and were identified as a full-time special education teacher within 
their building.  As shared in the demographics section of this chapter, the participants 
varied in experience and educational certification.  The interviewees were pretty evenly 
distributed among the three levels: elementary, middle, and high school.   
The most prevalent topic that emerged from this theme from both groups dealt 
with the required principal depth of knowledge in special education in order to directly 
supervise special education teachers within their building effectively, and did they 
believe this depth of knowledge was possessed.  The majority of the building 
administrators interviewed reported their background in special education had 
contributed to their effectiveness and comfort level in directly supervising the special 
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education teachers and acting as the LEA during IEP meetings.  BA2, a high school 
principal who has an extensive special education background stated: 
I think my background in special education is actually, has been a plus for me as a 
building administrator, and being able to supervise special education teachers.  I 
also have 18 years of teaching experience in special education.  To move into 
building level administration with that background knowledge in special 
education was very helpful. 
 
 Notable were the responses from the two building administrators that did not have 
special education backgrounds.  BA4 is an elementary principal who has more than 15 
years’ experience as principal and holds a doctorate degree.  When asked if they felt they 
possessed the required depth of knowledge, they responded by saying, “I do not feel that 
I have that depth of knowledge.  I do not feel confident in legal aspects.  If there is 
someone bringing in an advocate, I usually have my special education supervisor as part 
of that meeting.  I don’t want to say or do something that might be inappropriate.  I would 
put it on hold until I found out.”  A middle school principal, BA6 had a similar response.  
They stated, “To be truthful, in my role as administrator, I feel I have to have a deep 
knowledge of special education laws.  In my experience, I feel that I’m getting much 
more knowledgeable month-by-month and year-by-year being in my position.  I would 
consider it on-the-job-training.”  
 All of the special education teachers interviewed reported that a principal requires 
an extensive depth of knowledge in special education in order to effectively participate as 
an LEA, which requires making decisions for allocation of funds for student 
programming.  Most of the special education teachers reported that their building 
administrators had an appropriate depth of knowledge in special education, and if not, 
had an assistant principal in the building who had a special education background or 
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would consult with the supervisor of special education when they felt unsure.  The three 
excerpts below are from special education teachers.   
I feel my principal is involved.  She is a direct supervisor.  She does my 
observation and evaluation.  She learns about my classroom.  I think she knows a 
lot about special education, but I also think that special education is constantly 
changing.  She will often come to us and ask for more knowledge in certain areas 
if she’s unsure, which would sometimes be hard as a teacher.  I think when she 
knows she doesn’t know something, she’ll admit it and try to find the answers to 
it either through us or through the special education supervisors. [elementary 
school teacher] 
 
Our building administrators are the ones who directly supervise us.  I think they 
really have to understand special education law.  From my perspective, it is 
understanding our programs that are offered and how that meets each kid’s 
individual need.  My principal is a former special education teacher, but they’ve 
been out of the classroom longer than I’ve been teaching, and I think they forget 
sometimes how it works. [middle school teacher] 
 
My head principal does not currently supervise the special ed teachers.  Our 
assistant principals are the ones who are more involved in special education in the 
building.  My building principal, I feel, should have a really deep knowledge of 
special education, because I think that there’s so many needs in the building for a 
lot of our students, and the principal should be able to speak to how we can 
support our students.  I don’t feel my building principal has that knowledge.  
There have been times where they did not know how to answer a question or 
deferred to somebody else to answer. [high school teacher] 
 
 The last subtheme in this section focuses on the limitations a principal has in their 
knowledge and experiences in special education.  All building administrators agreed that 
special education supervision is a responsibility that falls under their role.  Part of that 
responsibility is attending and acting as LEA during IEP meetings.  Those that possessed 
a special education certification seemed more comfortable with reviewing IEPs, 
providing feedback, and making educational decisions for special education students.  
Even those with this extensive background, still mentioned that they consult and 
collaborate with the special education supervisor especially when the case may be 
moving in the direction of due process. 
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 The special education teachers were in agreement that the building administrator 
needs to have an extensive depth of knowledge of special education and if they do not, 
they need to continue to seek professional development in order to be an effective LEA 
who communicates with parents in regards to programming for their child’s individual 
needs.  The supervisor of special education was mentioned from the majority of the 
special education teachers as being a good resource for the building administrators and 
teachers.  SET11 responded by saying, “I am kind of lucky in my position, because the 
principal is hands off with what I do, and he trusts that I’m doing what I need to be doing.  
I come up with ideas, and he’ll support them.  He’s aware that with the population I 
teach, my kids need different types of materials, and he supports me with this.”  
 Theme 2: Administrative support for special education teachers. When looking at 
the differences and similarities in direct supervision of special education teachers, this 
subtheme is intermingled in theme one.  Both groups were found to agree that building 
administrators who act as LEA during IEP meetings and directly supervise special 
education teachers, need an in-depth working knowledge of special education laws and 
practices or have a supervisor of special education supervisor who is available to assist 
when unsure or not able to answer appropriately.   
 When building administrators were asked, “What feedback do you provide to 
your special education teachers in regards to their ability to effectively facilitate an IEP 
meeting, comply with mandated timelines, community with parents, and collaborate with 
general education teachers?”, all building administrators began by stating they act as 
LEA during IEP meetings within their building.  Two of the eight building administrators 
interviewed require a draft of the IEP at least 24 hours prior to the meeting.  Three stated 
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that the supervisor of special education oversees the compliance timelines for documents 
being completed and finalized.  Two reported that it was important to add that they 
reinforce with the special education teachers that they should not read the IEP, word-for-
word, but summarize the information and present in a “parent friendly” manner.  Four of 
the building administrators said they followed up with the special education teacher after 
an IEP meeting either in person or via email.  BA5 is an elementary principal who stated: 
“We’ll brainstorm together prior if needed, and debrief after the IEP meeting.  I’ll 
have a copy of the IEP where I make notes on it and give it to the special 
education teacher after the meeting.” 
  
 In the area of feedback, two of the building administrators attached teacher 
evaluation to feedback.  BA2, who is a middle principal stated: 
“Part of our teacher evaluation cycle includes what is called a focused 
observation.  It’s a snapshot of what the teacher’s doing in the classroom the day 
that you drop in.  For the special education teachers that I supervise, I try to 
include an IEP meeting as one of their focused observations, because it is such a 
huge part of what they do.”   
 
BA8 added to this and shared the following,  
“I supervise special education teachers and complete their evaluations.  I include 
IEP meetings as part of their evaluation.  In the beginning of the year I send out a 
basic guideline of what the expectations are for case managers during IEP 
meetings, and compliance timelines.  I use this as a reference when providing 
feedback before and after meetings.” 
 
 When the researcher asked the special education teachers the same question about 
the feedback they received from the building administrators, responses varied among the 
participants.  Six of the special education teachers indicated they are required to submit a 
draft of the IEP a minimum of 24 hours prior to the meeting to the building administrator 
assigned to act as LEA.  Only six of the special education teachers interviewed stated 
they receive feedback from the building administrator following an IEP meeting.  SET10 
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stated, “My principal is amazing at telling you when you are doing well, and she really is 
there to be supportive in all perspectives.  She puts positive notes in our mailboxes as 
well.”  Whereas, SET13 said they rarely receive feedback unless there is a problem.  
SET19 who is a high school special education teacher stated, “Unfortunately, I think the 
feedback that we do get a lot of times ends up being reactive instead of proactive.”  Seven 
of the special education teachers said their building administrators assist when having a 
problem with communication with a parent.   
 In terms of the special education teachers’ connection between feedback and their 
teacher evaluation, four mentioned that compliance and IEP meetings were included in 
their annual evaluation report.  The following statements are comments from special 
education teachers regarding feedback and their annual evaluation: 
All the years I’ve been here, it’s been a blanket statement of I’ve met my 
deadlines, I’ve met my protocols and I’ve communicated with parents. That’s 
extent of the feedback I receive. 
 
He comes to all of our meetings and is willing to meet with us before a meeting if 
we have questions about goals or programming.  He is knowledgeable about what 
is available within the district.  If a parent asks a question, and I am unsure, he 
will jump in and answer the question.  He is supportive and always incorporates 
our special education responsibilities in our end of the year evaluation.  
 
Paperwork is required to be sent to her 48 hours in advance and must meet 
mandated timelines.  If something is not on time, an email is sent and reflected in 
the annual evaluation. She asks about communication with parents but does not 
provide feedback.   
 
 The last subtheme that emerged was mentor requirements for new special 
education teachers.  Both groups interviewed agreed the mentor programs in place within 
their buildings were sufficient, but improvements could be made.  At both sites, there is a 
one-year mentor program in which, a seasoned special education teacher is the assigned 
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mentor when possible. With regards to the mentoring requirements, the researcher asked, 
“In your professional opinion, based on your time as either a building principal or special 
education teacher, should special education teachers have a second mentor who supports 
and harvests the new teacher in special education protocols?” BA8 stated, “Special 
education roles are different.  One mentor for pedagogy and teaching, and another for 
special education paperwork would be great.”  BA2 brought up a valid point by sharing, 
“Some special education teachers have specialized areas such as emotional support, 
which span across grade levels.  A second mentor from general education would be 
helpful since they have multiple curriculums to be aware of.”  The remaining building 
administrators expressed that the mentor should be both a master special education 
teacher and should be accessible in order to be effective. 
 Some of the notable responses from the special education teachers are below.  
They are from all levels within the buildings and from a range of experience. 
There is a lot more to navigate for special education.  You need a specialized 
special education mentor but also a building mentor for procedures, etc.  I was 
lucky to have had a very knowledgeable special education mentor. 
 
Protocols are always changing in special education and in the building.  After a 
year is up, no more mentor and help is still needed for the new special education 
teacher.  The time should expand to two years in order to ensure they have learned 
most of what needs to be learned. 
 
I had a special education teacher as a mentor, but she was learning support.  I 
teach autistic support.  The mentor did not have knowledge of verbal behavior 
therapy (VBA) so the principal arranged for me to connect with other autistic 
support teachers within the district using VBA. 
 
Would be beneficial to have two mentors.  One for procedures specific to special 
education, and the other to continue the learning process in school and curriculum 
stuff. 
The more help, the better.  I was a mentor for a learning support teacher, and I 
teach life skills support.  I was not sure of what goals to write, etc.  Time also 
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needs to be built in to meet with the mentor.  Being a good mentor takes a lot of 
time and work.  There’s a lot of information that needs to be transferred.  
 
Team meetings help after the mentor period is up.  Things come up that are not 
everyday events such as manifestation determination, due process, etc. 
 
Nice to have an additional general education mentor for curriculum especially 
now with co-teaching and no common planning time.  
 
Theme 3: Communication and collaboration.  The third theme is a part of all four 
themes.  Within this theme, the researcher analyzed the current level of educational 
placement in an attempt to identify areas of strengths and weaknesses with the 
communication of special education, and the culture within the buildings as portrayed 
through the building administrators. At the elementary level, three building 
administrators and seven special education teachers were interviewed.  From the middle 
level, two building administrators and seven special education teachers were interviewed.  
To ensure all levels were involved, at the high school level, three building administrators 
and ten special education teachers were interviewed. Table 10 outlines specific key 
statements provided from the building administrators and special education teachers at 
each level answering the following question: “The review of literature has supported that 
special education teachers value an administrator who communicates to school staff that 
special education students and teachers are an important part of the school.  Do you 
agree, and if so, how is this communicated within your building?”  The first part asked by 
the question (do you agree) was answered with a 100 percent agreement by both groups.  
The second part showed similarities and differences between levels and groups.  
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Table 10 
Special education communication interview results 
 
How is special education communicated in your building? 
Level Building Administrator Special Education Teacher 
Elementary  “This is a first without a multiple 
disabled class in my building.  These 
kids were a huge part of our school 
community.  In talking to teachers in 
our school, we talked about why we do 
what we do, and that in our elementary 
school, we believe that everyone 
matters.  If we truly believe that, the 
work that we do in special education 
improves and is evident through 
inclusive practices within the 
classroom and throughout the grade 
levels.” 
“I try not to make a difference between 
everyone.  It’s us, the staff, and a body 
of students.  They’re all our students.  
They aren’t special ed students. They 
aren’t regular ed students.  They’re our 
students.” 
“I think the building leader really 
needs to set the tone when it comes to 
providing an inclusive setting for 
students with disabilities.  I think first 
and foremost, providing opportunities 
for students with disabilities to be 
included in school academics and 
activities, and supporting those 
students, getting to know those 
students, and making sure they have 
every opportunity to participate 
alongside their peers.” 
“I feel it happens more at building 
level events, like building core team 
meetings and grade level meetings.  
The principal supports special 
education teachers and stresses the 
importance of the specially designed 
instruction (SDI) and following the 
IEP.” 
 “My principal stresses this a shared 
responsibility through in-services, but 
I feel more growth is needed.” 
“I do not feel this is communicated in 
my building.  I think some feel my 
kids should not be in the building.  
Prior to me coming in, the population 
was more high -functioning.  I think 
we could use a lot of inclusion help.” 
“I feel the view of administration has 
changed over the years to a more 
inclusive mindset.  Special and 
general education teachers are co-
teaching, and both teachers’ names 
are on the door.” 
“The principal is really good at 
making sure everyone is included.  
Last year, the special education 
teachers were involved in creating the 
master schedule for the first time, 
which has been huge for my 
building.” 
“I think the administrators at my 
school value all the teachers, 
regardless whether they are special 
ed, general ed, or any teacher really.” 
“We break out in teams and 
collaborate.  The principal does try to 
communicate that we include 
everyone, but it is not truly 
reinforced.  They put a lot of this on 
our plate, and we are left to advocate 
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for our students.” 
Middle School “We have created an environment 
where the special education teacher is 
the liaison for the parent and general 
education teachers.  We have a team 
structure within the building.  Special 
education students can see up to seven 
different teachers in one day, which 
can be overwhelming.  We all need to 
work together.” 
“The building administrator has to 
communicate that special education 
staff and students are an important part 
of the school community.  I try to relay 
that people are made up with unique 
needs and regardless of what those 
needs are, everyone is an integral 
component.  Special education is not 
isolated but part of every 
comprehensive goal and training.” 
“Principals are really good at 
communicating to everyone about our 
roles and working collaboratively to 
ensure students get what they need.” 
“Communication is very important.  
Sometimes I think that there’s too 
many eyes on the special education 
students and so much focus on special 
education.  I think time for general ed 
teachers to come in 1:1 and have the 
special ed teacher go over the IEP 
would be beneficial.” 
“I feel like special education teachers 
are kind of like the glue that holds 
everything together, and we’re a good 
resource for general ed teachers.” 
“Important to get general education 
teachers to understand that special 
education students aren’t just my 
students, they’re everyone’s students.  
The building administrators have 
started to foster this mindset.” 
“The climate in my school is that we 
all belong and they’re our kids.” 
“Sometimes I wish it were more 
proactive than reactive.  Usually an 
event has to happen and then it is 
addressed.” 
“I think it’s communicated 
continuously.  Special education is 
part of the discussion at our faculty 
meetings, and we are allowed time 
with our general ed teachers within 
our schedules.” 
High School “When I began my tenure as principal, 
there was still that us and them 
mentality.  As school culture has 
changed with my being here, and my 
background in special education, our 
special education teachers are really a 
part of the staff.  It’s not us and them. 
Our district has an initiative of 
professional learning communities 
(PLC), and special education teachers 
are tied to a specific grade level.  They 
“I don’t know the message 
necessarily comes from an 
administrative standpoint.  The 
general directive is for general 
education teachers to comply and 
follow the IEP.  This gives a negative 
connotation at times.” 
“I feel we get a lot of support from 
the principal in telling the general ed 
teachers that those kids that have IEPs 
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attend the PLC meetings with their 
grade level, so they are part of the 
planning and have really learned the 
curriculum, because of their 
collaboration with general education 
teachers.” 
“I stress we are a community of 
including everyone.  We no longer 
have pull out classes.  Most are 
inclusive with the special education 
teacher in the general education 
classroom.  It’s about having everyone 
there and valuing everyone’s 
participation and inclusion in the 
school.” 
“One of the ways to do this is ongoing 
professional development with team 
building and collaboration where 
special education teachers are working 
with content area teachers on an 
ongoing basis.”   
are everyone’s responsibility. I think 
we have come a long way, but it’s a 
work in progress.” 
“In our building, I feel everyone is 
valued.” 
“The principal communicates to us 
through Schoology and random 
announcements on the loudspeaker.  
He doesn’t come into the classrooms.  
He needs to have a more independent 
role in reaching out to our kids.” 
“I feel this is really lacking and it 
does affect morale and brings it 
down.” 
“I feel this is something that needs to 
be worked on in this building.  I don’t 
feel it is addressed here.” 
“We have a lot of push back from 
general ed.  I think there’s a negative 
tone about special education and do 
not feel it is communicated and 
supported.” 
It’s extremely important that the 
building administrators make known 
what special education students’ right 
are.  I feel more of this needs to 
happen.” 
“I feel we are an island at times.” 
“I do not feel this communicated in 
our building.  A negative tone is felt.  
They are your kids, not our kids.” 
 
 In reviewing Table 10, elementary building administrators and special education 
teachers used a lot of similar positive words and phrase such as, “everyone included, our 
students, shared responsibility, inclusion, principal support, and everyone matters.”  The 
only negative comment came from a special education teacher who teaches in a 
specialized classroom and feels assistance with inclusion is needed when working with 
students with significant needs.  
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 Both groups from the middle level also shared common words and phrases such 
as, “work together, all important collaboration, mindset of our students, and all belong.”  
Only one special education teacher reported that the building administrators acted more 
reactively than proactively.  The high school level showed more disagreement between 
the two groups in regards to how special education is communicated within the buildings.   
All three building administrators interviewed reported that special education was 
communicated and supported within their buildings.  Phrases such as, “our students, 
everyone included, ongoing professional development, team building and collaboration” 
were used.  Of the ten special education teachers interviewed, only two spoke about 
everyone being valued and there has been improvement in this area by their building 
administrators.  The remaining eight special education teachers expressed a need for 
improvement by using phrases such as, “communication lacking, special education is on 
an island, negative tone, morale low, and needs to be worked on.”   
Theme 4: Challenges and frustrations.  The final theme deals with professional 
growth and future professional development for both groups.  The first sub-theme is 
special education teacher professional growth.  Table 11 outlines specific key statements 
provided from the building administrators and special education teachers at each level 
answering the following question: “Do you feel special education teachers have grown 
professionally as a teacher due to the support provided by the building principal? If so, 
what support would you identify to have contributed the most to this professional 
growth?”   
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Table 11 
Special education teacher professional growth interview results 
 
Special education teacher professional growth due to building administrator support 
Level Building Administrator Special Education Teacher 
Elementary  “When I first arrived, special 
education teachers were not included.  
All team members are involved and 
increased inclusion has occurred.  
Recently, special education students 
are included in ELA core and pulled 
at different time for remediation.”  
“I try to be role model for building 
relationships with parents, and the 
language that I use with parents both 
before a meeting as well as during a 
meeting.  I include my special 
education teachers in building 
professional development around 
instructional practices.” 
“I think just having the background 
knowledge that I do about special ed 
law and working through some of the 
more difficult situations together, has 
provided them the level of 
professional development that’s 
needed in order to do the job.” 
“This year was big on the SAMR 
model.  This is integrating technology 
in our teaching and learning, We are 
now using Padlet and other things in 
the classroom.” 
“My principal is continually coming 
into my classroom.  She knows my 
kids, their parents, and most of their 
home lives.  She constantly wants to 
help me learn and grow.” 
“My principal sat down and helped me 
with paperwork since I never had 
written an IEP before.” 
“I have grown in regards to working 
ahead and meeting timelines as a result 
of a mandate.  I am collecting and 
using data more proficiently as she is 
very good with data.” 
“My principal forwards any training 
opportunities and encourages 
collaboration with colleagues on a 
continuous basis.” 
“I feel supported and appreciated by 
my principal.  She encourages me to 
attend training.” 
“My principal is encouraging but 
sometimes I feel attacked or isolated.” 
Middle School “Biggest hurdle that our special 
education teachers face is that they 
are sometimes viewed as this other 
person over here that deals with these 
kids. Becoming part of team and their 
voice being valued in the 
conversation is important.  Working 
on professional development days 
together and not pulling the special 
education teachers has made a huge 
difference.”  
“I believe they have grown in that 
“This year I’ve learned a lot about how 
to handle various situations and 
experiences due to my principal having 
experienced these unique situations.” 
“The support is phenomenal.  I have 
support with my program and a budget 
to include community trips.” 
“My principal is not involved with 
special education.  I get support from 
the supervisor of special education for 
litigation.” 
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they are becoming more proactive in 
terms of pre-deadlines and sending 
drafts to parents prior to the IEP 
meeting.  The data on goals is better 
and there is more collaboration 
between general ed teachers and 
special education teachers.” 
“Co-teaching started this year, and I 
feel very supported by administration.” 
“My principals are very supportive and 
helpful.  Their doors are always open, 
and they approve training 
opportunities.” 
“Just had my first administrator in my 
room a few weeks ago, it has been 
years. They are not involved.” 
“The biggest contributor to growth is 
just the flexibility of the administration 
to allow me to have planning time for 
progress monitoring and student 
observations.” 
High School “Grown immensely – largely to 
support in having them morph into 
general ed curriculum. They can 
speak to general ed curriculum in IEP 
meetings and connect to standards 
due to the collaboration with general 
ed teachers.” 
“Contributed most is feedback as far 
as being organized.  Reevaluations 
are done on time, IEPs are filed & 
compliant, and they are asking for 
assistance with developing goals for 
IEP.” 
“Part of it is just understanding the 
position. Given that I have a 
background in special education, I am 
able to give specific feedback about 
setting goals, information pertaining 
to every part of the IEP, and how we 
approach each IEP meeting uniquely 
and individually.”  
“I think I have grown professionally, 
but I do not think it is due directly 
from the principal.  A lot of the 
professional development has come 
from opportunities that I seek for 
myself.” 
“This is the building principal’s first 
year.  He is supporting us, but it is a 
slow process.” 
“I think the growth I have experienced 
has come from my colleagues and 
more collaboration with them.” 
“I feel I have grown professionally.  I 
have a different role with my job.” 
“I would say I’ve grown from the other 
teachers I work with from problem-
solving together or trying new 
approaches.” 
“My professional growth has been on 
my own with really no support or 
encouragement from the lead 
principal.” 
“I would say the team of special ed 
teachers that I work with have 
contributed more than my principal.” 
“Most of my growth has come from 
my individual meetings with them.” 
“Two-prong answer from me.  
Assistant principal has provided me 
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with tons of growth and encourages me 
to be a risk taker. Building principal is 
not so involved.”  
“I have grown but not from 
administration.” 
 
 In analyzing the responses from both building administrators and special 
education teachers in Table 11, there are significant differences among the groups 
interviewed.  Both the elementary building administrators and special education teachers 
who participated answered in a positive manner.  The building administrators spoke 
about inclusion within the schools and supporting the special education teachers with 
effective professional development both in and out of the building.  The elementary 
special education teachers expressed their building administrators were more hands-on, in 
the classroom, and assisting with paperwork and organization.  They felt supported and 
appreciated even when work was still needed to be done.  
 The two middle school building administrators interviewed spoke about feeling 
valued and part of a team within their buildings.  The culture shift where there is more 
collaboration, and the special education teachers have a deeper knowledge of data 
collection and goal writing so their IEPs are more comprehensive.  The majority of the 
middle school special education teachers who were interviewed feel they are supported, 
and their building administrators are available for assistance.  Professional development 
is happening, and co-teaching has been a focus this school year.  One middle school 
teacher mentioned having a building administrator in their classroom for the first time 
this school year.  That shows growth as expressed by the other middle school special 
education teachers interviewed. 
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 The high school again showed varying responses between the building 
administrators and the special education teachers interviewed.  The three building 
administrators who participated reported that their support contributed to the special 
education teachers’ growth within their building.  With their support, they shared the 
increased understanding of the general education curriculum and more in-depth 
knowledge of completing the mandated special education paperwork.  The high school 
special education teachers reported that they had grown professionally but not 
specifically due to the building administrator, but rather, from their colleagues and 
opportunities sought on their own.  Support and growth were mentioned by only 30% 
(n=3) of the special education teachers interviewed.   
 The second sub-theme involves future training for building administrators, which 
will be further discussed in chapter five.  All participants interviewed from both groups 
reported that that building administrators would benefit from additional professional 
development in special education practices and law.  Other topics of professional 
development that were mentioned included: collaboration, communication, inclusionary 
practices, and co-teaching. 
 The final sub-theme focused on addressing future training for the special 
education teachers.  Again, this sub-theme will be addressed in-depth in chapter five; 
conclusions and recommendations.  According to the responses from both groups during 
the interview process, special education teachers would benefit from additional 
professional development in understanding the general education curriculum, co-teaching 
practices, inclusionary practices, and remaining current and abreast in special education 
law.  
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Results and Interpretations 
When utilizing the mixed methods, convergent parallel design, quantitative and 
qualitative data are analyzed separately then merged to determine areas of convergence 
and divergence (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).  The researcher began to find patterns 
emerging during the data collection phase, which assisted in beginning to answer the first 
two research questions: 1) What factors do special education teachers identify as 
influencing high special education teacher attrition rates?, and 2) What factors do 
building principals identify as influencing high special education teacher attrition rates?  
Building on the findings from the questions above, the third research question was able to 
be answered: To what extent are there differences between special education teachers’ 
identified factors influencing high special education teacher attrition rates and those 
identified by building principals?  This section will highlight significant results in the 
research presented to answer the questions above and in Chapter 2.  This section 
concludes with the researcher’s interpretation summary of the emerged patterns found 
due to the data collected. 
Conclusions from Research Question #1 
 In order to increase the retention of special education teachers in the field, the 
researcher sought to answer three research questions relating to the teachers’ needs.  This 
section reports the conclusions from research question 1. 
What factors do special education teachers identify as influencing high special 
education teacher attrition rates? 
Quantitative data from the self-development domain.  Four survey questions looked 
at self-development.  These questions focused on how the special education teachers 
87	  
	  
rated their building administrators’ knowledge of special education law and their 
involvement in IEP meetings within their buildings.  The researcher completed a cross 
tabulation chi-square test of independence for each of the four questions and level that the 
special education teachers were currently teaching.  (see Appendix I).  Cross tabulation 
and chi-square tests of independence failed to show levels of difference that were 
significant in three of the four questions within the self-development domain.  Significant 
differences did appear for the respondents teaching at the high school level and those at 
the elementary and the middle school levels regarding the question of whether their 
building administrators actively seek professional development opportunities to remain 
abreast and current in special education law and regulations.  Chi-square tests of 
independence found that the current level a special education taught (i.e., elementary, 
middle, high) showed a significant relationship in their perceptions regarding their 
building administrators actively seek professional development opportunities to remain 
abreast and current in special education law and regulations.  These results should be 
reviewed with caution, as the chi-square test approximations may be inaccurate as the 
expected frequency is less than 5.  (see Appendix J). 
Quantitative data from the teacher support domain.  Nine survey questions asked 
special education teachers about teacher support.  These questions focused on how the 
special education teachers rated the amount of support they received from their building 
administrators.  The researcher completed a cross tabulation chi-square test of 
independence for each of the nine questions and level that the special education teachers 
were currently teaching.  (see Appendix K).  Cross tabulation and chi-square tests of 
independence failed to show levels of difference that were significant in eight of the nine 
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questions within the teacher supports domain.  Results differ significantly for respondents 
teaching at the high school level compared to respondents teaching at the elementary and 
middle school levels regarding their responses whether their building administrators 
generally express appreciation to them and acknowledge good work.  Chi-square tests of 
independence found that the current level a special education taught (i.e., elementary, 
middle, high) showed a significant relationship in their perceptions regarding their 
building administrators expressing appreciation and acknowledgement of good work.  
These results need to be reviewed with caution, as the chi-square test approximations 
may be inaccurate as the expected frequency is less than 5.  (see Appendix L). 
Quantitative data from the workload domain.  Four survey questions in the special 
education teacher survey focused on workload, specifically asking how much support, if 
any, is provided respondents in completing their paperwork and how caseloads are 
determined within their buildings.  The researcher completed a cross tabulation chi-
square test of independence for each of the four questions and level that the special 
education teachers were currently teaching.  (see Appendix M).  Cross tabulation and chi-
square tests of independence failed to show levels of difference that were significant in 
four of the four questions within the workload domain.  These results need to be reviewed 
with caution, as the chi-square test approximations may be inaccurate as the expected 
frequency is less than 5.  (see Appendix N).  The most notable information to report on 
from this domain was that the majority of respondents regardless of their current teaching 
level answered the questions with a response of strongly disagree or disagree for each of 
the questions, with the exception of receiving assisting with curriculum development.  
This is an indication that special education teachers believe there is not time or assistance 
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provided to complete the mandatory special education paperwork nor are caseloads 
determined by severity of disability.  
Quantitative data from the school climate domain.  Four survey questions asked 
special education teachers about school climate.  In these questions respondents rated 
their building administrators’ attitudes regarding special education, and if the same 
classroom size and location were given to special education.  The researcher completed a 
cross tabulation chi-square test of independence for each of the four questions and level 
that the special education teachers were currently teaching.  (see Appendix O).  Cross 
tabulation and chi-square tests of independence were split 50/50 in showing levels of 
difference that were significant in two of the four questions within the school climate 
domain.  Chi-square test results showed that the special education teachers that 
completed the survey who currently taught at the high school level differed in their 
perceptions from that of the special education teachers currently teaching at the 
elementary and middle school levels regarding their responses to whether their building 
administrators presented a positive attitude about special education and where special 
education classrooms were located within their buildings.  Chi-square tests of 
independence found that the current level a special education taught (i.e., elementary, 
middle, high) showed a significant relationship in their perceptions regarding their 
building administrators attitude about special education and location of the special 
education classrooms.  These results need to be reviewed with caution, as the chi-square 
test approximations may be inaccurate as the expected frequency is less than 5.  (see 
Appendix P). 
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Quantitative data from the mentorship and induction domain.  Two survey 
questions asked special education teachers about mentorship and induction.  These 
questions focused on whether the buildings had a comprehensive induction program 
established and whether mentors assigned were master teachers.  The researcher 
completed a cross tabulation chi-square test of independence for both of the questions 
and level that the special education teachers were currently teaching.  (see Appendix Q).  
Cross tabulation and chi-square tests of independence failed to show levels of difference 
that were significant in two of the two questions within the mentorship and induction 
domain.  These results need to be reviewed with caution, as the chi-square test 
approximations may be inaccurate as the expected frequency is less than 5.  (see 
Appendix R).  The most notable information to report on from this domain was that the 
majority of respondents answered the questions with a response of strongly agree or 
agree for each of the questions, independent of their teaching level.  This is an indication 
that the school districts who participated in the research study have strong mentorships 
and induction programs in place to support new special education teachers.  
Qualitative Data.  Interviews conducted with special education teachers resulted in 
four major themes: leadership experience and depth of knowledge of special education, 
administrative support for special education teachers, communication and collaboration, 
and challenges and frustrations.  A total of 24 special education teachers participated in 
the phone interviews, seven of whom taught at the elementary level, seven at the middle 
school level, and ten at the high school level.   
Leadership experience and depth of knowledge.  All of the special education teachers 
interviewed responded that a principal who is directly supervising special education and 
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acting as the LEA at IEP meetings should have a strong, comprehensive understanding of 
special education laws and regulations.  All the special education teachers responded that 
the principal or an assistant principal from the building acted as LEA in their IEP 
meetings.  On occasion for the more litigious or complicated special education meetings, 
the supervisor of special education would also be in attendance.  Most of the special 
education teachers reported that the administrators in their buildings did possess a depth 
of knowledge in special education for them to be effective when acting as LEA.  The one 
area where principals required assistance was when decisions regarding funding for 
programming or placement were on the table.  Most principals contacted the supervisor 
of special education in these cases to assist and provide additional information to the IEP 
team members.  The need for additional and ongoing professional development for the 
principals in special education law and regulations was a common theme across interview 
participants, particularly with the newer building administrators. 
The special education teachers used a variety of positive statements to describe how 
the principals engage and interact when acting as a LEA at an IEP meeting.  “Grown over 
the years”, “supportive”, “confident”, “good communication”, “knows programs”, and 
“asks for support” were some common phrases among the teachers’ responses on this 
theme.  All the elementary responses indicated the principals were engaged and good 
communicators with the parents during the IEP meeting.  At the secondary level, 
particularly at the high school level, it was reported that principals may not remain at the 
IEP for the entire meeting, paperwork is due in advance but feedback is often not 
provided, and IEP meetings were evaluative and reflected in their end-of-year teacher 
evaluations. 
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Administrative support for special education teachers.  The special education 
teachers interviewed varied in their responses regarding how their principals supported 
them.  At the high school level, special education teachers reported that most of the 
support came from the assistant principals, and the principals were not as involved with 
special education.  Interviewees at each level mentioned that the mandated paperwork 
was due to the principal or assistant principal at least 24 hours prior to the IEP meeting.  
Some responded that feedback was rarely provided and when received it related to 
compliance instead of programming, even when the paperwork was provided in advance.  
Some of the secondary special education teachers reported that feedback was evaluative 
or often reactive versus proactive.   
Communication and collaboration.  Responses varied among the building levels in 
terms of how special education teachers felt about the communication and collaboration 
that involved special education within their buildings. It was stated principals need to 
have a good understanding of what is happening in their buildings in both the general 
education and special education classrooms.  Time for special education teachers to 
collaborate with colleagues, both special education and general education, was an area 
noted for improvement across all levels particularly at the high school level.  Related to 
this, the special education teachers reported a need to feel they are a part of and involved 
in building-level activities.  At both the elementary and middle school levels, special 
education teachers responded they were involved in building-level activities and attended 
grade level and data team meetings while the high school special education teachers 
reported that they are less often asked to attend building-level activities due to 
requirements to attend their own specialized professional development.   
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Professional development was expressed as a need for both general education and 
special education teachers as well as building administrators.  The term differentiation 
was used as an area that required more professional development since both school 
districts were moving more toward a model of inclusionary practices.  Some of the 
special education teachers reported that the perception of special education and “your 
kids-our kids” has changed over the past few years, which has allowed more 
opportunities for the special education students.  Co-teaching was another initiative 
mentioned by the special education teachers whereas, more special education students are 
included within the general education classrooms but additional professional 
development is needed for teachers and administrators for scheduling and delivery 
models.  
Challenges and frustrations.  Overall, the special education teachers who participated 
in the interview portion of the research study were positive and encouraged with the 
improvements in the principal’s involvement with special education.  Responses from the 
special education teachers who taught students with significant needs still reported that 
the culture within their building did not reflect that all students belong and additional 
professional development was needed in inclusion.  One special education teacher added 
that this was the first year that lower functioning autistic students were in the building, 
and the staff was only used to working with the high-functioning autistic students.  She 
also mentioned that her building administrator assigned her two mentors, one within the 
building who taught learning support and an additional mentor who taught autistic 
support in a neighboring elementary school within the district.  This was helpful but 
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proved challenging when situations arose that required immediate attention and 
communication often occurred via email or phone. 
Improved communication between general education and special education teachers, 
particularly in the individualized specially designed instruction required for the special 
education students enrolled in their classes was expressed as a need across all levels.  The 
secondary special education teachers, although excited about co-teaching, continued to 
feel frustrated as many did not share common planning time or possess a true 
understanding of the co-teaching principles.  The final frustration was expressed more at 
the high school level.  Improved communication and involvement from the building 
administrators was needed to stress the importance of collaboration between the general 
education and special education teachers.  The majority of the high school special 
education teachers interviewed shared they did not feel supported by their building 
administrators when it came to special education issues and reported that this produced a 
negative focus on special education as seen by the general education teachers.  
Professional development is needed to understand why the general education teachers are 
required to provide access and specialized programming to the special education students 
in their classrooms.  
Conclusions from Research Question #2 
 In continuing the research to understand the needs of special education teachers to 
possibly increase their retention in the field of special education, the researcher sought to 
answer three research questions.  This section reports the conclusions from research 
question 2. 
95	  
	  
What factors do building principals identify as influencing high special education 
teacher attrition rates? 
Quantitative data from the survey.  A total of 23 building administrators participated in 
an on-line survey.  The survey consisted of five areas: demographics, self-development, 
teacher supports, workload, school climate, and mentoring and induction.  Chi-square 
tests of independence were conducted in a question-by-question analysis of each answer 
within each domain that used a Likert-style scale and two demographics characteristics of 
the building administrators.  The two demographic questions included were: 1) How long 
have you been a building administrator in your current position, and 2) Are you special 
education certified?  The cross tabulation and chi-square tests of independence failed to 
show levels of difference that were significant in any of the 23 questions analyzed within 
the four domains.  These results need to be reviewed with caution, as the chi-square test 
approximations may be inaccurate as the expected frequency is less than 5.  (see 
Appendix S). 
Of the 23 building principals who participated in the survey, nine held a 
certification in special education in addition to their other certifications.  All but one 
building principal responded they directly supervise the special education teachers within 
their building.  When asked about their depth of knowledge in special education laws and 
regulations, the majority felt they have an appropriate or better knowledge and 
understanding in special education. All but one building principal reported that they 
attend and act as LEA in IEP meetings that occur in their building and nearly 80 percent 
reported feeling comfortable in making decisions as LEA.   
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 Although the majority of building principals reported that high quality, relevant 
professional development was provided with special education teacher input within their 
buildings, three reported that it was not.  The same results obtained when asked if the 
special education teachers within their buildings have a clear, realistic, written 
description to prevent role confusion and ambiguity.  When determining caseload size for 
the special education teachers within their buildings, more than 50% said that severity of 
student disability was not taken into account, and 86% said clerical assistance was not 
available to their special education teachers. All but one building administrator answered 
that a positive attitude was conveyed in regards to special education.  The final notable 
finding relates to the mentoring and induction domain, where, the majority reported that 
the induction program was comprehensive and whenever possible, a new special 
education teacher was assigned a mentor that was a master special education teacher. 
Qualitative Data.  Interviews were conducted with building administrators in the 
same manner as special education teachers.  The identical four major themes arose: 
leadership experience and depth of knowledge of special education, administrative 
support for special education teachers, communication and collaboration, and challenges 
and frustrations.  A total of eight building principals participated in the phone interviews.  
Out of the eight interviewed, three were elementary, two middle school, and two from the 
high school level.   
Leadership experience and depth of knowledge.  Out of the eight building principals 
interviewed, six possessed a special education certification in addition to their other 
certifications with two of the six having a supervisor of special education certification.  
One of the building principals stated that his prior experience as a special education 
97	  
	  
teacher prepared him to supervise special education teachers and act as LEA in IEP 
meetings.  Seven of the eight building principals interviewed reported that they had a 
deep understanding of special education laws and regulations and feel confident in their 
role as LEA including making decisions which may require the allocation of funds for 
specialized programming.  One principal mentioned the importance of not only having a 
deep understanding of the IEP but also of the related services, assistive technology, and 
dealing with difficult behaviors.  Three of the principals said it is important to understand 
and know what programming a student may need but also what is available within the 
district.  All feel that principals need to have a deep understanding and knowledge of 
special education to be an effective principal who directly supervises special education.   
Administrative support for special education teachers.  All the building principals 
interviewed reported that they provided effective feedback to their special education 
teachers.  Some examples included: brainstorming together, debrief after the IEP 
meeting, review a draft of the IEP prior to the meeting, and send a follow-up email to the 
special education teacher.  Two of the principals stated that they include an IEP meeting 
as a focused observation, which is reflected in their yearly evaluation.  Ensuring an 
appropriate mentor is in place for the new special education teacher was very important.  
All agreed that special education teachers are required not only to learn the day-to-day 
building procedures and general education curriculum, but also remain compliant with 
special education timelines and ensure appropriate specially designed instruction is in 
place and being implemented for every student on their caseload.  All the building 
principals reported that they were providing support to the special education teachers in 
their building and as result, they have contributed to their professional growth. 
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Communication and collaboration.  Among the building principals that were 
interviewed, each one talked about building a culture where everyone is included and 
respected.  One building principal described a new initiative within the district.  
Professional learning communities (PLC) was started this year, and the principal spoke 
about all teachers working together and attending weekly grade level meetings.  The 
special education teachers are members of a team and collaboration is happening within 
the building.  The special education teachers understand and are truly a part of the general 
education curriculum.  Another principal shared about moving toward more inclusive 
practices, and within their building, pull out classes are no longer common practice.  All 
students are included and a part of the general education classes.   
The major take-away from the building principals is the need for professional 
development.  Some spoke about building teams within their buildings and providing in-
house professional development, which allows personalization for their level and 
population.  The researcher definitely found each building principal to possess a passion 
to have everyone feel a part of the school community and gone was the ancient mentality 
of “your kids, my kids”.  
Challenges and frustrations. All of the building principals agree that additional 
professional development is needed in the understanding and implementation of special 
education documents and practices for administrators, general education and special 
education teachers.  Special education delivery and specially designed instruction is 
constantly evolving, and what one would measure as appropriate, another may say 
inappropriate.  The challenge is finding the time to ensure professional development 
occurs, and the correct audience can attend.   
99	  
	  
Another frustration brought up by the building administrators was the volume of IEP 
team meetings that they are required to attend, and the paperwork involved in special 
education.  Each principal portrayed the need to take the role of LEA very seriously and 
understood there are legal implications that can result when an IEP is not being 
implemented or programming is not appropriate for the student.  They try to work with 
the special education teachers in scheduling in advance, but it still seems to take up so 
much time throughout the week.  The special education teachers often come to them and 
ask for additional time so they can complete the mandated paperwork such as the IEP and 
progress reports.   
With the move toward more inclusive practices, the principals are having to find 
collaboration time for the special education and general education teachers, particularly 
those who are o-teaching.  Common planning is scheduled for some, but the majority of 
principals interviewed shared this remains a struggle and something they are working on 
as they begin to build their building schedules for next year.  Professional development 
was also brought up as a need, and the same frustrations were evident in finding the time 
for this to occur.  
Conclusions from Research Question #3 
 In concluding the research to understand the needs of special education teachers 
to possibly increase their retention in the field of special education, the researcher sought 
to answer three research questions.  This section reports the conclusions from research 
question 3. 
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To what extent are there differences between special education teachers’ identified 
factors influencing high special education teacher attrition rates and those identified 
by building principals?  
Quantitative differences.  For the most part, the similarities between special 
education teachers and the building administrators’ responses outweighed the differences.  
 Self-development.  Within the self-development domain, the special education 
teachers and the building administrators had many of the same responses.  Approximately 
80% from both groups agreed that the building administrator possessed a good 
understanding of law and policy relating to the education of students with disabilities.  
Responses varied among the two groups when asked if the building administrator sought 
to educate themselves about issues and current topics in special education.  Seventy-nine 
percent of building administrators reported they did, whereas, only 69% of the special 
education teachers reported this to be true.  Both groups reported similar responses to 
building administrators attending IEP meetings and feeling comfortable acting as LEA 
and acting as the decision maker.  Although 78% responded that the building 
administrator felt comfortable in acting as LEA including being the financial decision 
maker, 28% of the total respondents perception is they do not.  This will be noted as an 
area of improvement.   
Teacher supports.  Within the teacher support domain, the researcher identified 
multiple areas where the answers differed between building administrators and special 
education teachers.  When the special education teachers were asked if the building 
administrators observed and provided feedback to them, 81% either agreed or strongly 
agreed, leaving 19% that did not agree.  One hundred percent of the building 
101	  
	  
administrators said they observe and provide feedback to the special education teachers.  
Only 64% of the special education teachers reported that they are fully included in 
professional development and activities within their buildings.  Ninety-one percent of the 
building administrators reported that they do include special education teachers.  The 
differences in the group responses may be due to how each participant interpreted 
meaning for each of the following areas.  All of the building administrators (n=23) 
responded with either strongly agree or agree in the following five areas: 
• Time is allocated to express appreciation to teachers and acknowledge good 
work; 70% of special education teachers agreed. 
• School philosophy promotes the shared responsibility of educating students 
with special needs between general education and special education teachers; 
only 57% of special education teachers agreed. 
• Support teachers in interaction with parents; 82% of special education 
teachers agreed. 
• Provide emotional support as needed with open communication and active 
listening; 79% of special education teachers agreed. 
• Support teachers in interactions with general education teachers; 68% of 
special education teachers agreed. 
Only 46% of the special education teachers reported that they received high 
quality and relevant professional development, whereas, 87% of the building 
administrators agreed they did.  The most discrepant of the responses between the two 
groups was when asked if the special education teachers had a clear, realistic, written job 
description that prevented role confusion or ambiguity within the workplace.  Eighty-
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seven percent of the building administrators replied this was provided, but only 35% of 
the special education teachers reported that this was in place within their buildings.  
Notable areas of need within the teacher support domain include; providing feedback, 
fully including special education teachers in professional development, expression of 
appreciation to teachers, shared responsibility of students between special education and 
general education teachers, high quality professional development, and special education 
teachers having clear, written job descriptions.  
Workload.  Responses varied between both groups within the workload domain.  
Only 35% of the special education teachers agreed that time were specifically designated 
for paperwork and meetings.  Whereas, 92% of the building administrators felt they 
allotted enough time to the special education teachers within their buildings to complete 
the requirement mandates.  Ninety percent of the building principals replied they did 
provide curriculum development, but only 54% of the special education teachers felt this 
was available to them.  When asked if caseloads were determined by number and severity 
of students’ needs, both groups agreed this was not in place and caseloads were 
determined by number in most buildings.  Only 13% from both groups reported that 
special education teachers received clerical assistance to complete the mandated special 
education paperwork.  An overwhelming need was found by both groups in caseload 
determination and time to complete special education paperwork, which led to a need to 
provide clerical assistance for the special education teachers.  
School climate.  Responses varied between both groups within the school climate 
domain.  Ninety-six percent of the building administrators reported that their buildings 
conveyed a positive attitude regarding special education, but only 59% of the special 
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education teachers replied in the same manner.  Similar results were found when asked if 
teacher ideas were given serious consideration.  Building administrators answered in 
100% agreement, whereas, 72% of the special education teachers perceived their ideas 
were given consideration.  Both groups responded that special education classrooms were 
located in the same area and same size as general education classrooms.  Need areas 
within this domain were improving the attitude within the building regarding special 
education and changing the perception that special education teacher ideas are not 
welcomed or given serious consideration.  
Mentoring and induction.  Both building administrators and special education 
teachers agreed that a comprehensive induction program was in place within the 
buildings.  Ninety-one percent of the building administrators felt they provided a new 
special education teacher with a mentor that was a master teacher.  The special education 
teachers’ responses differed slightly, whereas, 79% found this to be in place within their 
buildings.  
Qualitative differences.  Differences were found in the interview responses 
between the two groups within the four primary themes; leadership experience and depth 
of knowledge in special education, administrative support for special education teachers, 
communication and collaboration, and challenges and frustrations.  The researcher notes 
that an additional limitation to the study may be in the participant selection process.  The 
researcher found that 75% (n=6) of the building administrators who volunteered to 
participate in the interview section of the study possessed a certification in special 
education, which may have impacted the results. 
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Leadership experience and depth of knowledge in special education.  Both groups 
agreed that building administrators that directly supervise special education teachers need 
to possess a good understanding of special education laws and procedures.  Only one 
building administrator reported that they did not possess this knowledge and utilized their 
supervisor of special education to assist with issues that arose.  Most of the special 
education teachers reported that their building administrators had this depth of knowledge 
and consulted the supervisor of special education when needed.   
Administrative support for special education teachers.  Both groups stated that 
either the building principal or assistant principal acted as LEA during IEP meetings and 
directly supervised the special education teachers within the building.  Differences arose 
when asked if feedback was provided by the building administrator to the special 
education teachers.  One hundred percent of the building administrators responded that 
they provide feedback to their special education teachers on a continuous manner either 
in person or via email.  Responses varied among the special education teachers.  Only 
25% of the special education teachers interviewed reported that they received effective 
feedback from their building administrators following an IEP meeting, and 54% stated 
they hardly ever received any form of feedback.  The researcher found this to be a 
significant need within this theme.  
Both groups responded that their districts and buildings had comprehensive 
induction programs in place for new special education teachers and master special 
education mentors were assigned within the building, when available. When asked if a 
second mentor was needed, the majority reported that it would be helpful to have a 
special education and a general education teacher assigned, but not necessary.  Among 
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the special education teachers, those that taught the low incident groups such as autism 
replied that at times it was difficult for them as new teachers since there may not be 
another low incidence classroom within their building. In these cases, the mentor 
assigned may be knowledgeable in special education and building procedures, but not 
have the depth of knowledge required to provide the new teacher support in specialized 
practices for their position.   
 Communication and collaboration.  One hundred percent of interviewees from 
both groups reported that that special education students and teachers are an important 
part of the building, although there were differences between groups and among 
education levels.  While the majority of teachers at the elementary and middle school 
levels reported that their building administrators relayed this to their staff and reported 
that everyone was valued within the building, teachers at the high school level reported a 
lower sense of being valued and their building administrators needed much improvement 
in this area.  In contrast to those differences found in the teacher respondents, all the 
building administrators reported that they stress the importance that everyone belongs 
and is a part of the building community. 
 Challenges and frustrations.  Both groups reported strong need for continued 
professional development for the building administrators to ensure they are current and 
up to date with their knowledge in special education laws and practices.  Time for 
collaboration was stated as a need for the special education teachers particularly since the 
districts were moving toward an inclusive model within their buildings.  The secondary 
teachers reported that a need for common planning time with their co-teacher as this was 
new and most did not have this within their schedules.  Differences were noted between 
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groups in regards to special education teachers feeling supported.  The high school 
special education teachers perceived their building administrators were not presenting a 
supportive culture where everyone belonged and did not feel they contributed to their 
professional growth.  Special education teachers felt that additional professional 
development was needed for both building administrators and general education teachers 
in the areas of understanding special education, communication and collaboration. 
Conclusions and Comparison to Recent Studies 
 The findings in this research align to literature reviewed in Chapter 2.  As the 
school districts included in this study were comparable in demographics, the researcher 
looked to compare the results to findings of other related studies specifically as it pertains 
to the demographics.  Following are additional studies conducted as it pertains to the 
current research. 
 Green (2011) completed a study of one large metropolitan school district in 
Southern California to identify factors relating to special education teacher job 
commitment.  The factors most frequently indicated by special education teachers 
relating to wanting to leave their position included lack of administrative support, 
paperwork issues, inadequate resources, negative school climate, and lack of time to 
interact with colleagues.  The majority of the special education teachers who participated 
in the study indicated they planned to remain in their current position until retirement.  
The remainder of participants responded they planned to leave within the next three to 
five years due to the reasons listed above.   
 Rhodes (2012) conducted a qualitative case study regarding principals’ roles in 
special education teacher retention in one urban high school.  Hawk High School was a 
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pseudonym used to describe the site of the research, which was a large urban school 
district located in a southern state. Data was collected through one-on-one interviews and 
historical data from the high school.  Support of the administration was the primary factor 
identified in attrition and retention for special education teachers that participated in the 
study. There were three research questions asked within the study: 1) what factors 
influenced some teachers to leave their positions in the special education department of 
Hawk High School, 2) what factors influence early career special education teachers’ 
decision to stay in their positions at Hawk High School beyond their first year 
appointment, and 3) What retention strategies were used to retain early career special 
education teachers in their position at Hawk High School? (p. 10).  During the findings 
section of the study, Rhodes found that in addition to the lack of administrative support, 
teachers left due to the lack of communication and collaboration among general 
education and special education teachers.  Rhodes’ noted that the study concurred with 
the literature on special education teacher retention. 
 The final study the researcher included was completed by Henderson (2014) who 
examined factors that influence special education teacher retention.  The study included 
special education teachers in their current position for a minimum of five years.  A mixed 
methods research design was used.  The survey participants included 35 veteran special 
education teachers from eight school districts in Missouri.  Follow up interviews were 
completed by five of the survey participants.  After the data was merged, the following 
results were noted: building administrators should make a concerted effort to promote a 
positive culture that expresses the importance of collaboration and acceptance of all 
students and staff, building administrators should be readily available and express 
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appreciation for the contributions made by the special education teachers, and building 
administrators should provide support when behaviors issues arise for students with 
disabilities and insure both special education and regular education teachers have access 
to resources and training to handle these situations.  
 The results of the study confirm those found in this section where the school 
districts studied had similarities and differences in their demographics.  All report similar 
factors relating to special education teacher retention.  Administrative support, open 
communication and collaboration among general education and special education 
teachers, and the building administrator promoting a positive culture that expresses the 
importance of meeting students’ needs and acceptance of all.  The findings of the 
research are in alignment and help contribute to the current literature regarding special 
education teacher attrition and retention. 
Summary 
 This chapter discussed the findings of this convergent parallel research study.  
The findings showed that special education teachers and building administrators have 
similarities and differences within the quantitative and qualitative results.  Both 
participant groups agreed that building administrators who directly supervise special 
education teachers must possess a good understanding of special education laws and 
practices.  Perceptions differed between special education teachers and building 
administrators in their responses to both the survey and interview questions.  Building 
administrators tended to rate themselves higher than special education teachers in many 
areas.   
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As is part of the process when completing a convergent parallel study, the 
quantitative and qualitative data was collected simultaneously, and the data was analyzed 
separately and reported within the results and interpretations section.  The researcher then 
merged and compared both sets of data for an overall interpretation of the data (Creswell, 
2012).  The researcher found that both building administrators and special education 
teachers reported that in order to improve the retention of special education teachers, 
improvement in the following areas is necessary:  
• Professional development for building administrators regarding special education 
laws and best practices 
• Increased inclusion of special education teachers in building professional 
development and activities 
• Professional development for special education teachers, general education 
teachers, and building administrators in the areas of inclusion and co-teaching.   
Although the building administrators reported that the following areas were addressed 
and in place within their buildings, there was less agreement coming from the special 
education teachers, thus indicating that improvement was needed in the following areas: 
• Effective and consistent feedback from building administrators, especially at the 
high school level.  
• Communication and collaboration among general education and special education 
teachers regarding the shared responsibility for special education students, 
especially at the high school level.  
• Leadership from the building administrator in forming an inclusive community, 
especially at the high school level. 
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• Continued high quality and relevant professional development for special 
education teachers 
• Clearly written special education job descriptions 
• Time allotted within the school day for special education teachers to complete 
mandated paperwork and special education requirements 
The analysis of both data sets revealed four major patterns that contribute to high 
special education teacher attrition rates.  First, building administrators need a deep 
understanding of special education laws and practices to effectively supervise special 
education teachers.  Second, while building administrators report the support and 
feedback they provide to special education teachers is adequate, special education 
teachers reported that they require more support than what is being provided.  Third, 
building administrators felt they were promoting a collaborative, inclusive environment 
within their building between special and general education teachers, whereas, special 
education teachers reported that this area needed to be improved.  Fourth, building 
administrators reported that they promote a positive and inviting culture within their 
building, but only half of the special education teachers agreed that their school portrays 
a positive and inclusive climate.  
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introduction 
 The main purpose of this research study was to explore factors that contributed to 
special education teachers leaving their positions, and the development of supportive 
work environments that sustain the retention of special education teachers with the 
emphasis on the principal’s role.  Recruitment and retention of special education teachers 
has been a growing problem in the field for many years (Sheldrake, 2013).  According to 
the National Coalition on Personnel Shortages in Special Education (NCPSSERS), 49 
states have reported a shortage of special education teachers for the 2013-2014 school 
year.  The report also states that special education teachers leave the profession at nearly 
double the rate of their general education colleagues (12.3% vs. 7.6%).   
 This convergent parallel study was completed by employing a quantitative online 
survey to both building administrators and special education teachers currently working 
in two publicly-funded school districts located in one southeastern county in 
Pennsylvania.  Within the survey, all participants had the option to participate in a phone 
interview, which were completed simultaneously within the same four-week time period.  
A total of 23 building administrators (43% response rate) and 74 special education 
teachers (39% response rate) completed the online survey.  Eight building administrators 
(35%) and 24 special education teachers (32%) participated in the phone interview, 
which was above the 10% participation rate the researcher had hoped to achieve.  This 
chapter builds on the findings, results, and interpretations presented in Chapter 4 by 
offering conclusions to the research questions.  The researcher will conclude by 
recommending possible solutions and future research. 
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Conclusions 
 The main purpose of this research was to identify issues relating to the retention 
of special education teachers with a focus on the principal’s role.  In order to understand 
the needs of special education teachers to possibly increase their retention in the field of 
special education, the researcher sought to answer the following research questions: 
1. What factors do special education teachers identify as influencing high special 
education teacher attrition rates? 
2. What factors do building principals identify as influencing high special education 
teacher attrition rates? 
3. To what extent are there differences between special education teachers’ 
identified factors influencing high special education teacher attrition rates and 
those identified by building principals?  
In Chapter 4, each question was analyzed, and conclusions were drawn.  This chapter will 
provide additional information and present recommendations to better understand what is 
required to possibly increase special education teacher retention. 
Depth of Knowledge in Special Education Law and Practices 
  An important finding of this study was that both building administrators and 
special education teachers reported that a building principal who is directly supervising 
special education teachers within their building needs deep knowledge of special 
education laws and best practices.  The majority of building administrators who 
participated in this study reported that they understood special education laws and best 
practices well; as a result, they reported being comfortable acting as a LEA during IEP 
meetings.  The majority of special education teachers also reported that their building 
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administrators possessed a good depth of knowledge of special education laws and 
practices and acted in an effective manner as LEA during IEP meetings.  Both groups 
reported that the building administrator sought out and consulted with the supervisor of 
special education when difficult issues arose or involved litigation.  According to the 
study completed by Prather-Jones (2011), administrative support was key to teachers 
making decisions regarding their careers particularly with special education teachers.  
The researcher concluded that although the participants in this study had the required 
depth of knowledge in special education laws and practices, all building administrators 
who directly supervise special education teachers should have a good understanding as 
well.  Building administrators with certification in special education reported during the 
interview stage that they had received very little formal training or guidance in leading 
special education outside of their special education courses. 
 The Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) compiles a special education 
data report annually for every intermediate unit and public school district located in the 
Commonwealth.  During the 2015-2016 school year, Pennsylvania had a total enrollment 
of 1,734,928 students in public schools.  Within the total population, 276,185 were 
identified as special education students.  The state average for special education was 
15.9%.  This percentage was up from the 2007-2008 special education state average of 
15%.  The data shows a steady increase of 0.1% each school year.  Both groups of study 
participants agree that based on the steady increase of students identified eligible for and 
in need of special education, ongoing professional development is needed for building 
administrators in the special education laws and current practices.   
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 Special education teachers who participated in this study reported the need for 
additional professional development in special education laws and practices for not only 
building administrators but for special education and general education teachers.  During 
the special education teacher interviews, it was noted by multiple interviewees that 
general education teachers would benefit from professional development in 
understanding the IEP and the specially designed instruction required for their students in 
order for them to make adequate progress.  Inclusion and co-teaching were initiatives 
mentioned, and special education knowledge is required to ensure the IEP is being 
implanted with fidelity across all classrooms.  The researcher concluded that the groups 
involved in this study reported the building administrators had the special education 
depth of knowledge required and participated as LEA for the majority of IEP meetings 
that occurred in their buildings but there is a need to remain abreast of special education 
laws and educate the general education teachers to continue to decrease the “your kids, 
my kids” mentality that still exists in some buildings.  
Administrative Support for Special Education Teachers 
 Responses from building administrators and special education teachers varied in 
their opinions about administrative support available for special education teachers.  All 
the building administrators who participated in the survey and interview portions of this 
study reported to provide administrative support to the special education teachers on a 
continual basis through feedback, professional development, individual meetings, 
building activities, and teacher observations.  The majority of special education teachers 
reported that although improvements have been made in this area, feedback is not 
provided on a continual basis and is often evaluative in nature.  During the interview 
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phase, high school special education teachers reported that there was not much 
interaction with the building principal, but the assistant principals reviewed IEPs and 
attending IEP meetings.   
 Whitaker (2011) stated, “The most valuable gift a principal can give teachers is 
confidence.  Helping build their skills, and then encouraging and praising when 
appropriate, can go a long way toward cultivating self-worth” (p. 17).  Within the teacher 
supports domain of the survey, special education teachers noted that work was needed 
from the building administrator in promoting a shared responsibility of educating special 
education students between the general and special education teachers.  An effective 
building administrator can champion the day-to-day processes, address teacher concerns, 
build trust among stakeholders, find time for classroom visits, and provide direction to 
teachers that everyone matters (Kachur, Stout, and Edwards, 2013).  Building 
administrators unanimously agreed that they promote this within their buildings.  The 
researcher found discrepancies in the groups’ perceptions and noted this as a need. These 
discrepancies may be due to selection bias.  That is, the building administrators who 
participated in this study were probably those who were more likely to provide 
significant support and those who do not provide sufficient support were probably less 
likely to participate in this study. 
Mentorship and Induction 
Both building administrators and special education teachers reported that their 
buildings had comprehensive induction programs in place for new special education 
teachers and master special education mentors were assigned within the building, when 
available. Special education teachers mentioned that mentors and mentees that taught the 
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same level of support was most effective, but reported that the building administrators did 
their best to ensure a positive relationship was promoted and appropriate support was 
provided.  Special education teachers did mention that scheduling sufficient time with 
their mentor was a challenge, particularly if the mentor or mentee had obligations outside 
the school day which prohibited one or the other from coming in early or staying late.  
Some stated they utilized email, on occasion and often found themselves asking or 
answering questions “on the fly”.  Multiple building principals and special education 
teachers during the interview phase reported that a second general education mentor 
would be beneficial to assist with building procedures and curriculum.   
Communication and Collaboration 
 All participants reported that their building administrator tried to promote an 
inclusive culture.  The special education teachers reported that time was not allotted or 
available within their schedule to collaborate with colleagues on a daily basis.  The 
initiative of professional learning communities (PLC) was mentioned by one of the 
building principals, and reported they had seen an improvement with the communication 
and collaboration that occurred within their building between the special education and 
general education teachers, and the staff and the building administration.  The traditional 
structure and culture of school buildings have made it difficult for principals to have an 
impact on the professional practice of teachers (Dufour & Marzano, 2011) because 
principals spend time managing instead of leading.  Principals found the PLC process 
provided a vehicle for focused interactions between principals and teachers (p. 51).  
Special education teachers expressed this as a major area of frustration in both the survey 
and the interview portions of the study.   
117	  
	  
Implications 
 Because the retention of special education teachers is such a big challenge, the 
purpose of this research was to identify needs of special education teachers that may not 
be currently met.  The researcher approached this study using a mixed-methods, 
convergent parallel design.  Based on the conclusions gained using quantitative and 
qualitative data, four major patterns emerged that contribute to influencing high special 
education teacher attrition rates.  First, building administrators should have a deep 
understanding of special education laws and practices to effectively supervise special 
education teachers.  Second, while building administrators report the support and 
feedback they provide to special education teachers is adequate, special education 
teachers reported that they require more support than what is being provided.  Third, 
building administrators reported that they were promoting a collaborative, inclusive 
environment within their building between special and general education teachers, 
whereas, special education teachers reported that this area needed to be improved.  
Fourth, building administrators reported that they promote a culture within their building 
that is positive and inviting to all staff and students, but only half the special education 
teachers agreed that the school they work in portrays a positive climate and is inviting to 
all. 
 In addition to the limitations presented within Chapter 3 of this study, this 
researcher acknowledges some limitations and delimitations that could compromise the 
validity of this study.  The researcher recommends that caution be used when making 
generalizations based on this researcher’s findings alone due in part to the following: 
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• The data was collected within a four-week time span, possibly making it difficult 
for some invited teachers and administrators to participate.   
• The survey did not provide additional space for participants to make comments or 
elaborate on the answers they provided. 
• The majority of building administrators who volunteered to participate in the 
interview were special education certified.  The participants may not be 
representative of the majority of building administrators who directly supervise 
special education teachers. 
• The study participants were all currently working as special education teachers, 
and no special education teachers were included that had recently left the 
education profession.  
• A convenience sample was used and the school districts included in the study are 
comparable in that they are both large suburban school districts with high 
performing state test results and a low poverty percentage.  Due to this, the 
findings may not be largely generalizable especially to school districts with fewer 
resources and lower socio economic status. 
The following sections identify recommendations for stakeholders and offer 
considerations for future research studies.  
Recommendations 
 Based on the findings, results, and conclusions of this study, the researcher offers 
the following recommendation toward supporting building administrators in order to 
understand the needs of special education teachers and possibly increase the retention 
within their buildings.  Recommendations for building administrators regarding 
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increasing their depth of knowledge in special education laws and practices, opening the 
lines of communication and collaboration within the buildings, providing effective 
feedback, and strategies for becoming an effective instructional leader are presented first, 
followed by recommendations for special education teachers. 
Recommendations for Building Administrators 
  Building administrators should explore professional development opportunities to 
increase their knowledge about special education laws and practices.  Both administrators 
and teachers identified this preparation as essential to effectively supervise special 
education teachers.  Secondly, building administrators should lead in creating an 
inclusive and welcoming culture.  This begins with a vision.  Peter Senge (1990) states 
the following, “In building a shared vision, you will lead (or take part in) a group effort to 
develop images of “the future we want to create together,” along with the values that will 
be important in getting there, the goals we hope to achieve along the way, and the 
principles and guiding practices we expect to employ” (p. 87).  Part of building a vision is 
having an understanding of all the community’s sub-groups including special education. 
 The researcher recommends the following professional development that is 
available to school district leaders in Pennsylvania.  PDE through their Pennsylvania 
Training and Technical Assistance Network (PaTTAN), which is a division of the Bureau 
of Special Education (BSE), offers a special education leadership series.  The targeted 
audience for the Principals Understanding how to Lead Special Education (PULSE) is 
principals and assistant principals.  The training focuses on three major areas: creating a 
culture of change, being an instructional leader, and ensuring safe and supportive schools.  
The participants will gain a deeper understanding in the following areas: 
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• Understand and identify key components of Chapter 14 regulations 
• Understand the LEA role and obligations during an IEP meeting 
• Gain a better understanding of implementing guidelines for rules for discipline 
• Analyze the use of assessment data to guide instruction 
• How to provide feedback on the implementation of research-based strategies 
• Identify alternatives to suspension and expulsion of students 
• Analyze data to identify patterns of behavior 
• Understand that a supportive school climate will increase student achievement 
• Identify the necessary components to effective change 
• Identify and nurture relationships to enhance organizational culture 
The researcher encourages building administrators to seek out professional development 
opportunities like that listed above.  If this training is not available, the Intermediate Unit 
that services the school district offers professional development, consultation, and 
information pertaining to additional opportunities within the area. 
 Many of the participants from both groups mentioned their building is moving 
towards inclusionary practices.  Green (2008) describes inclusion as an environment to 
create possibilities and when principals and special education administrators embrace 
federal, state, and local mandates for education and work together, everyone benefits.  
Dufour and Marzano (2011) describe the PLC process as an effective way for building 
administrators to increase communication and collaboration within their building through 
building a community of collaborative teams.  The focus of the PLC is on nineteen key 
responsibilities: 
• Providing affirmation and celebration of staff effort and achievement 
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• Challenging the status quo as a change agent 
• Establishing processes to ensure effective communication throughout the school 
• Shaping the assumptions, beliefs, expectations, and habits that constitute the 
school’s culture 
• Demonstrating flexibility in meeting the different needs of teams and being 
willing to make modifications to school procedures 
• Focusing on clear goals and relentlessly pursuing the school’s purpose and 
priorities 
• Articulating the ideals and beliefs that drive the day-to-day work of the school 
• Soliciting input from staff in the design and implementation of procedures and 
policies 
• Engaging staff in the ongoing review and discussion of the most promising 
practices for improving student learning 
• Participating in the design and implementation of curriculum, instruction, and 
assessment 
• Demonstrating interest in and knowledge of curriculum, instruction, and 
assessment 
• Creating processes to provide ongoing monitoring of the school’s practices and 
their effect on student learning 
• Creating the conditions that optimize school improvement efforts 
• Establishing clear procedures and orderly routines 
• Serving as a spokesperson and advocate for the school and staff 
• Establishing a positive working relationship with each member of the staff 
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• Providing teachers with the resources, materials, and support to help them 
succeed at what they are being asked to do 
• Recognizing the undercurrents of the informal organization of the school and 
using that information to be proactive in addressing problems and concerns 
• Being visible throughout the school and having positive interactions with staff 
and students (p. 52-53) 
Special education teachers have always needed to work together with both special 
and general education teachers to ensure students on the caseload were receiving the 
appropriate programming and the correct accommodations and modifications were in 
place.  Chapter 14 regulations require special education students to be educated in 
their least restrictive environment.  PLCs under the direction of the building 
administrator encourage conversation and collaboration between all teachers in order 
to program appropriately for students. The researcher feels the PLC process may 
encourage collaboration and increase the special education teacher’s perception of 
being a true part of their buildings.  
Principals should be instructional leaders.  They are required to have a thorough 
understanding of the different curriculum used within their building and a part of the 
curriculum council.  It is their role to ensure the curriculum has the students at the 
center; individual learning styles are taken into consideration, authentic activities are 
implemented, and student interest is a primary focus in curriculum development. 
Figure five shows the intersection required between learner and content, teacher and 
learner, and teacher and content. 
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Figure	  5.	  A	  Learning	  Model	  
 
Figure	  5.	  A	  Learning	  Model	  from	  The	  learner-­‐centered	  classroom	  and	  school:	  Strategies	  for	  
increasing	  student	  motivation	  and	  achievement	  by	  Barbara	  L.	  McCombs	  and	  Jo	  Sue	  Whisler,	  
1997,	  p.	  12	  Copyright	  1997	  by	  	  Jossey-­‐Bass.	  Publishers.	  	  
The job of a district’s curriculum council is to determine what students should 
achieve and the process in place to make this happen.  According to the Partnership of 
21st century skills, the focus must be on the following: 
• Core academic content and mastery 
• 21st century content: global awareness, economics, entrepreneurial literacy, health 
and wellness 
• Learning and thinking skills: critical thinking, problem solving, communication, 
creativity, contextual learning, and media literacy 
• Life skills: leadership, ethics, adaptability, self-direction, and social development 
In order to meet the needs of all learners, the curriculum must integrate innovation, 
research-based teaching strategies, and real-world learning opportunities into their daily 
instruction.  Figure six is a graphic of the elements required and their interconnectedness 
to implement a framework for 21st century learning.  
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Figure	  6.	  Framework	  for	  21st	  Century	  Learning	  
 
Figure	  6.	  Framework	  for	  21st	  Century	  Learning	  from	  Partnership	  for	  21st	  Century	  Learning	  –	  P21	  
retrieved	  from	  http://www.p21.org/about-­‐us/p21-­‐framework	  on	  July	  16,	  2016.	  Copyright	  2007	  
by	  www.p21.org/Framework.	  
 
So, how do principals tie this all together?  School districts must collaborate with 
all stakeholders when developing curriculum that meets the needs of all learners.  
Transparency throughout the planning and implementation process is essential.  Everyone 
should have access to all the information and have a full understanding of why the 
curriculum should be implemented.  As the school’s leader, the principal has the 
responsibility to ensure that the essential information is disbursed and understood by all 
the stakeholders.  Principals should relay a presence of assurance and belief in the 
curriculum, and the positive instructional impact for the students.  The principal must 
also reinforce the key component of collaboration between all professional staff including 
both general education and special education teachers.  
Recommendations for Special Education Teachers 
 Special education teachers are responsible for ensuring the students on their 
caseload receive the required instruction, are making progress toward their IEP goals, and 
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are receiving a free and appropriate public education (IDEA, 2004).  To be successful, 
special education teachers must understand special education laws and remain abreast of 
current practices.  It is therefore important that school districts and building 
administrators present and encourage appropriate professional development 
opportunities.  It is equally important for special education teachers to be included in 
district and building training and activities that increase awareness in curriculum, 
pedagogy, instruction, and strategies that increase student achievement.  
 Another area of consideration for professional development is in the use of 
technology to enhance the delivery of instruction to special education students.  Special 
education teachers could use technology tools to increase student motivation and 
engagement.  "The Internet is an empowering tool for students with disabilities," says 
John Williams, the Assistive Technologies columnist for BusinessWeek.com’s online 
magazine.  Technology offers students access in multiple means that were not previously 
available.  Special education teachers will require professional development and 
technological assistance to ensure their students have the correct technology.  The 
building administrator will be key in encouraging and allowing staff to integrate 21st 
century technology into their buildings and classrooms.  
Future Research 
 Based on the findings presenting within this dissertation study, the researcher 
presents the following recommendation for future study: 
• Replicate this study in additional public school districts and charter schools to 
determine if perceptions among building administrators and special education 
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teachers are consistent with those found in this study across different K-12 
educational entities. 
• Explore building administrators’ opinions and approaches to encouraging 
retention of special education teachers. 
• Explore principal certification programs and required continued education 
programs such as the Pennsylvania Inspired Leadership (PIL) course content to 
examine if they possess the required special education component to ensure 
principals are exposed to the appropriate level of pre-service training.  
Exploration into the National Institute for School Leadership (NISL), which is 
grounded in research and provides leadership training to school and district 
leaders should also be given consideration.   
Summary 
 With the implementation of a mixed-method, convergent parallel study, this study 
sought to explore identified factors of special education teachers and building 
administrators as influencing high special education teacher attrition rates with the focus 
on the role of the building administrator.  The recruitment and retention of qualified 
teachers has been an area of concern for the past 30 years (Gehre & McCoy, 2007).  
Examination of factors contributing to special education retention, principals and their 
role in teacher development, and teacher collaboration served as the three major research 
streams of the theoretical framework.  Keeping these three streams in mind, quantitative 
and qualitative data were collected and analyzed, which resulted the emergence of four 
major trends.  First, building administrators need a deep understanding of special 
education laws and practices to effectively directly supervise special education teachers.  
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Second, while building administrators report the support and feedback they provide to 
special education teachers is adequate, special education teachers reported that they 
require more support than what is being provided.  Third, building administrators 
reported that they were promoting a collaborative, inclusive environment within their 
building between special and general education teachers, whereas, special education 
teachers felt this area needed to be improved.  Fourth, building administrators believed 
they promote a culture within their building that is positive and inviting to all staff and 
students, but only half the special education teachers agreed that the school they work in 
portrays a positive climate and is inviting to all.  
 The researcher found most interesting the finding that special education teachers 
and building administrators responded very positively in their building administrator’s 
depth of knowledge in special education laws and practices.  The researcher found this 
promising as special education litigation has increased and most likely will continue to 
increase within the school districts.  Although there were differences found between the 
participant groups in areas such as providing feedback, inclusion of special education 
teachers in building level professional development, shared responsibility between 
general and special education teachers for special education, and time for mandated 
paperwork completion, there were many similarities found that could possibly contribute 
to the retention of special education teachers.  John Kotter (2016) stated, “A carefully 
crafted process of inclusion and communication that helps to create a passionate group 
wanting to be a part of the journey and wanting to move in some direction is vastly 
different from an execution plan with budgets, organization charts, job descriptions, and a 
focus on the right skill sets to do the job” (p. 142).   The researcher found that a primary 
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need for special education teachers is that their supervisors understand their job as special 
education teachers, and that the administrators should be instructional, finding balance 
between leader and manager roles. 
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APPENDIX A: DATA COLLECTION TIMELINE 
Activity/Event Approximate Date 
Finalization of Research Proposal 
Initial Research Proposal Submission to 
Drexel 
Summer Quarter 2016 
Defend Proposal – Seek Final Proposal Fall Quarter 2016 
IRB Certification End of Fall Quarter 2016 
Seek District Approval to Conduct 
Research 
Fall Quarter 2016 
Quantitative Survey –  
·Special Ed Teacher & Principal Survey 
January – February 2017 
Qualitative Interviews –  
·Special Ed Interview 
·Principal Interview 
January - February 2017 
Data Analysis  March Quarter 2017 
Report Findings – Complete Writing 
Process 
April Quarter 2017 
Dissertation Submission & Defense May 2017 
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APPENDIX B: LETTER FOR PERMISSION TO USE SURVEY 
 
Kim Rank 
72 Cheltenham Drive 
Wyomissing, PA 19610 
(484) 787-8835 
krank@cciu.org 
 
August 16, 2016 
 
Dear Dr. Hanson, 
 
I am completing a doctoral dissertation at Drexel University in Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania. I am working on my dissertation entitled, “Issues Relating to the Retention 
of the Special Education Teachers with a Focus on the Principal’s Role”.   
 
I request your permission to use your survey instrument, Self Assessment Tool for 
Administrators to Promote Retention of Beginning Special Education Teachers, in my 
dissertation research and to reproduce that item in an appendix to the dissertation.  In 
addition, I am seeking your permission to approve minor changes to the scale that may be 
needed to meet specific perimeters of the research being conducted and to include special 
education teachers as part of the survey participants. 
 
The completed dissertation will be deposited in the university library. 
If you are the copyright owner and you grant permission for this use, please sign below 
and return this letter to me. 
 
I appreciate this assistance with my research. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
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Kim Rank 
Doctoral Student in Educational Leadership 
Drexel University 
kimr@cciu.org 
484-787-8835 
 
>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>> 
 
Permission for Survey Instrument, Self Assessment Tool for Administrators to Promote 
Retention of Beginning Special Education Teachers developed by Dr. Dawn Hanson for 
her dissertation entitled, Administrative Support of Special Education Teachers in 2011. 
 
 
I grant permission to Kim Rank to use the material described above. I also approve minor 
changes to the scale that may be needed to meet specific perimeters of the research being 
conducted by Mrs. Rank and to include special education teachers as part of the survey 
participants.  
 
___________________________________________          
Dr. Dawn Hanson, copyright owner  
_________________________ Date 
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APPENDIX C: BUILDING ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY 
Building Administrator Survey to promote the retention of special education 
teachers. 
Demographics: 
1. How long have you been a building administrator in your current position? 
□ 0 -2 years □ 3 – 5 years □ 6 – 10 years □ Over 10 years 
 
2. What is the highest level of your education certification? 
 
□ Masters w/Principal Certification □ Doctorate Degree □ Other 
______________ 
 
3. Are you special education certified? 
□ Yes   □ No 
 
4. Do you directly supervise the special education teachers in your building? 
□ Yes   □ No 
 
Domain: Self Development Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 
1. Have a good understanding of law and policy 
related to the education of students with 
disabilities 
    
2. Actively seeks to educate self about issues 
and current topics in special education 
through professional memberships, 
professional development, continuing 
education, etc.  
    
3. Generally attend and participate in IEP 
meetings 
    
4. Feel comfortable in acting as LEA within my 
building including being the financial 
decision maker 
    
	  
Domain: Teacher Supports Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 
5. Generally observe and provide feedback to 
teachers  
    
6. Special educators are fully included in all 
staff professional and social activities  
    
7. Time is allocated to generally express 
appreciation to teachers and acknowledge 
good work  
    
8. School philosophy promotes the shared 
responsibility of educating students with 
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special needs between general and special 
education teachers  
9. High quality, relevant professional 
development is provided with teacher input 
(including special education teachers) 
    
10. Support teachers in interactions with parents      
11. Provide emotional support as needed to 
teachers with open communication and active 
listening  
    
12. Support teachers in interactions with general 
education teachers 
    
13. Special Education teachers have clear, 
realistic, written job descriptions to prevent 
role confusion or ambiguity 
    
	  
Domain: Workload Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 
14. Time is specifically designated for IEPs, 
parent meetings, etc.  
    
15. Assistance with curriculum development is 
available  
    
16. Caseloads are determined not just by number 
of students, but also factor in the severity of 
students’ disabilities and needs  
    
17. Whenever possible clerical staff complete 
required special education paperwork  
    
	  
Domain: School Climate Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 
18. Positive attitude is conveyed regarding 
special education  
    
19. Teacher ideas are welcomed, solicited, and 
given serious consideration  
    
20. Special education classrooms are located in 
the same areas of the school as general 
education classrooms  
    
21. Special education classrooms are equal in 
size and aesthetics to general education 
classrooms  
    
	  
Domain: Mentoring and Induction Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 
22. Implementation of a comprehensive 
induction program based  
    
23. Ensured new special education teachers were 
assigned a mentor that was a master teacher 
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APPENDIX D: SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER SURVEY 
Special Education Teacher Survey to promote the retention of special education 
teachers. 
Demographics: 
1. How long have you been a special education teacher in your current position? 
□ 0 -2 years □ 3 – 5 years □ 6 – 10 years □ Over 10 years 
 
2. What is the highest level of your education certification? 
 
□ Bachelors □ Masters      □ Doctorate Degree □ Other ______________ 
 
3. Are you special education certified and not under an emergency certification? 
□ Yes   □ No 
 
4. What level are you currently teaching? 
□ Elementary  □ Middle □ High School 
 
Domain: Self Development Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 
5. Building administrator has a good 
understanding of law and policy 
related to the education of students 
with disabilities 
    
6. Building administrator actively seeks 
to educate self about issues and 
current topics in special education 
through professional memberships, 
professional development, 
continuing education, etc.  
    
7. Generally have a building 
administrator attend and participate 
in IEP meetings 
    
8. Building administrator feels 
comfortable in acting as LEA within 
my building including being the 
financial decision maker 
    
	  
Domain: Teacher Supports Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 
9. Building administrator generally 
observes and provides feedback to 
teachers  
    
10. Special educators are fully included 
in all staff professional and social 
activities  
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11. Time is allocated to generally 
express appreciation to teachers and 
acknowledge good work  
    
12. School philosophy promotes the 
shared responsibility of educating 
students with special needs between 
general and special education 
teachers  
    
13. High quality, relevant professional 
development is provided with teacher 
input (including special education 
teachers) 
    
14. Building administrator supports 
teachers in interactions with parents  
    
15. Building administrator provides 
emotional support as needed to 
teachers with open communication 
and active listening  
    
16. Building administrator supports 
teachers in interactions with general 
education teachers 
    
17. Special Education teachers have 
clear, realistic, written job 
descriptions to prevent role 
confusion or ambiguity 
    
	  
Domain: Workload Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 
18. Time is specifically designated for 
IEPs, parent meetings, etc.  
    
19. Assistance with curriculum 
development is available  
    
20. Caseloads are determined not just by 
number of students, but also factor in 
the severity of students’ disabilities 
and needs  
    
21. Whenever possible clerical staff 
complete required special education 
paperwork  
    
	  
Domain: School Climate Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 
22. Positive attitude is conveyed 
regarding special education  
    
23. Teacher ideas are welcomed, 
solicited, and given serious 
consideration  
    
24. Special education classrooms are 
located in the same areas of the 
school as general education 
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classrooms  
25. Special education classrooms are 
equal in size and aesthetics to general 
education classrooms  
    
	  
Domain: Mentoring and Induction Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 
26. Implementation of a comprehensive 
induction program based  
    
27. Ensured new special education 
teachers were assigned a mentor that 
was a master teacher 
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APPENDIX E: BUILDING ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW 
 
Building Administrator Interview Questions 
The phone interview method will be completed and be approximately thirty minutes in 
length.  Permission will be received from each school district superintendent as well as 
each interviewee.  All information will be kept confidential and participants will not be 
identified by name.  All interviews will be audio recorded.  Interviewees will receive a 
copy of the interview protocol in advance outlining the date, time, location, and purpose 
of the interview. 
 
1. What level do you currently serve as a building principal? How long have you 
been in your current position, and if less than five years, how have your previous 
positions prepared you for this position? 
 
2. What certifications do you currently hold? 
 
3. As a building principal who is directly supervising special education teachers, 
what do you feel your required depth of knowledge in special education should be 
in order for you to effectively support your special education teachers? Do you 
feel you have this required depth of knowledge? 
 
4. All teachers are required to have mentor if they are a new teacher.  In your 
professional opinion, based on your time as a building principal, should SPED 
teachers have second mentor who supports and harvests the new teacher in special 
education protocols? Please expand in detail to your reasoning. 
 
 
5. The review of literature has supported that special education teachers value an 
administrator who communicates to school staff that special education students 
and teachers are an important part of the school. Do you agree, and if so, how do 
you communicate this within your building? 
 
6. What feedback do you provide to your special education teachers in regards to 
their ability to effectively facilitate an IEP meeting, comply with mandated 
timelines, community with parents, and collaborate with general education 
teachers? 
 
 
7. Do you feel your special education teachers have grown professionally as a 
teacher due to the support you have provided as a building principal? If so, what 
support would you identify to have contributed the most to their professional 
growth? 
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APPENDIX F: SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER INTERVIEW 
 
Special Education Teacher Interview Questions 
The phone interview method will be completed and be approximately thirty minutes in 
length.  Permission will be received from each school district superintendent as well as 
each interviewee.  All information will be kept confidential and participants will not be 
identified by name.  All interviews will be audio recorded.  Interviewees will receive a 
copy of the interview protocol in advance outlining the date, time, location, and purpose 
of the interview. 
 
1. What level do you currently serve as a special education teacher? How long have 
you been in your current position, and if less than five years, how have your 
previous positions prepared you for this position? 
 
2. What certifications do you currently hold? 
 
3. Does your building principal directly supervising the special education teachers 
and what do you feel their required depth of knowledge in special education 
should be in order for them to effectively support special education teachers? Do 
you feel he/she has this required depth of knowledge? 
 
4. All teachers are required to have mentor if they are a new teacher.  In your 
professional opinion, based on your time as a special education teacher, should 
SPED teachers have a second mentor who supports and harvests the new teacher 
in special education protocols? Please expand in detail to your reasoning. 
 
5. The review of literature has supported that special education teachers’ value an 
administrator who communicates to school staff that special education students 
and teachers are an important part of the school. Do you agree, and if so, how is 
this communicated within your building? 
 
6. What feedback does your building administrator provide to the special education 
teachers in regards to their ability to effectively facilitate an IEP meeting, comply 
with mandated timelines, community with parents, and collaborate with general 
education teachers? 
 
7. Do you feel you as a special education teacher have grown professionally as a 
teacher due to the support you have received from your building principal? If so, 
what support would you identify to have contributed the most to your professional 
growth? 
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APPENDIX G: SPECIAL EDUCATION SURVEY DATA BY ITEM 
 
Domain: Self Development Strongly 
Agree 
# Agree # Disagree # Strongly 
Disagree 
# 
Building administrator has a good 
understanding of law and policy 
related to the education of 
students with disabilities 
23.29% 17 57.53% 42 16.44% 12 2.74% 2 
Building administrator actively 
seeks to educate self about issues 
and current topics in special 
education through professional 
memberships, professional 
development, continuing 
education, etc.  
20.55% 15 47.95% 35 28.77% 21 2.74% 2 
Generally have a building 
administrator attend and 
participate in IEP meetings 
58.90% 43 34.25% 25 4.11% 3 2.74% 2 
Building administrator feels 
comfortable in acting as LEA 
within my building including 
being the financial decision maker 
41.10% 30 35.62% 26 20.55% 15 2.74% 2 
Domain: Teacher Supports Strongly 
Agree 
# Agree # Disagree # Strongly 
Disagree 
# 
Building administrator generally 
observes and provides feedback to 
teachers  
31.94% 23 48.61% 35 16.67% 12 2.78% 2 
Special educators are fully 
included in all staff professional 
and social activities  
29.17% 21 34.72% 25 29.17% 21 6.94% 5 
Time is allocated to generally 
express appreciation to teachers 
and acknowledge good work  
13.89% 10 55.56% 40 20.83% 15 9.72% 7 
School philosophy promotes the 
shared responsibility of educating 
students with special needs 
between general and special 
education teachers  
16.67% 12 40.28% 29 34.72% 25 8.33% 6 
High quality, relevant 
professional development is 
provided with teacher input  
6.94% 5 38.89% 28 47.22% 34 6.94% 5 
Building administrator supports 
teachers in interactions with 
parents  
34.72% 25 47.22% 34 16.67% 12 1.39% 1 
Building administrator provides 
emotional support as needed to 
teachers with open 
communication and active 
listening  
26.39% 19 43.06% 31 25.00% 18 5.56% 4 
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Building administrator supports 
teachers in interactions with 
general education teachers 
23,61% 17 44.44% 32 26.39% 19 5.56% 4 
Special Education teachers have 
clear, realistic, written job 
descriptions to prevent role 
confusion or ambiguity 
4.17% 3 30.56% 22 44.44% 32 20.83% 15 
Domain: Workload Strongly 
Agree 
# Agree # Disagree # Strongly 
Disagree 
# 
Time is specifically designated for 
IEPs, parent meetings, etc.  
9.72% 7 25.00% 18 37.50% 27 27.78% 20 
Assistance with curriculum 
development is available  
5.56% 4 48.61% 35 34.72% 25 11.11% 8 
Caseloads are determined not just 
by number of students, but also 
factor in the severity of students’ 
disabilities and needs  
2.78% 2 30.56% 22 45.83% 33 20.83% 15 
Whenever possible clerical staff 
complete required special 
education paperwork  
2.78% 2 9.72% 7 26.39% 19 61.11% 44 
Domain: School Climate Strongly 
Agree 
# Agree # Disagree # Strongly 
Disagree 
# 
Positive attitude is conveyed 
regarding special education  
9.86% 7 47.89% 34 33.80% 24 8.45% 6 
Teacher ideas are welcomed, 
solicited, and given serious 
consideration  
11.27% 8 60.56% 43 26.76% 19 1.41% 1 
Special education classrooms are 
located in the same areas of the 
school as general education 
classrooms  
28.17% 20 52.11% 37 12.68% 9 7.04% 5 
Special education classrooms are 
equal in size and aesthetics to 
general education classrooms 
14.08% 10 52.11% 37 18.31% 13 15.49% 11 
Domain: Mentoring and 
Induction 
Strongly 
Agree 
# Agree # Disagree # Strongly 
Disagree 
# 
Implementation of a 
comprehensive induction program 
based  
30.99% 22 57.75% 41 8.45% 6 2.82% 2 
Ensured new special education 
teachers were assigned a mentor 
that was a master teacher 
33.80% 24 45.07% 32 19.72% 14 1.41% 1 
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APPENDIX H: BUILDING ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY DATA BY ITEM 
Domain: Self Development Strongly 
Agree 
# Agree # Disagree # Strongly 
Disagree 
# 
Have a good understanding of law 
and policy related to the education 
of students with disabilities 
43.48% 10 34.78% 8 17.39% 4 4.35% 1 
Actively seeks to educate self 
about issues and current topics in 
special education through 
professional memberships, 
professional development, 
continuing education, etc.  
21.74% 5 56.52% 13 17.39% 4 4.35% 1 
Generally attend and participate in 
IEP meetings 
86.96% 20 8.70% 2 0.00% 0 4.35% 1 
Feel comfortable in acting as LEA 
within my building including 
being the financial decision maker 
52.17% 12 26.09% 6 17.39% 4 4.35% 1 
Domain: Teacher Supports Strongly 
Agree 
# Agree # Disagree # Strongly 
Disagree 
# 
Generally observe and provide 
feedback to teachers  
69.57% 16 30.43% 7 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 
Special educators are fully 
included in all staff professional 
and social activities  
60.87% 14 30.43% 7 8.70% 2 0.00% 0 
Time is allocated to generally 
express appreciation to teachers 
and acknowledge good work  
56.52% 13 43.48% 10 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 
School philosophy promotes the 
shared responsibility of educating 
students with special needs 
between general and special 
education teachers  
39.13% 9 60.87% 14 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 
High quality, relevant 
professional development is 
provided with teacher input  
30.43% 7 56.52% 13 13.04% 3 0.00% 0 
Support teachers in interactions 
with parents  
82.61%% 19 17.39% 4 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 
Provide emotional support as 
needed to teachers with open 
communication and active 
listening  
73.91% 17 26.09% 6 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 
Support teachers in interactions 
with general education teachers 
60.87% 14 39.13% 9 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 
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Special Education teachers have 
clear, realistic, written job 
descriptions to prevent role 
confusion or ambiguity 
39.13% 9 47.83% 11 13.04% 3 0.00% 0 
Domain: Workload Strongly 
Agree 
# Agree # Disagree # Strongly 
Disagree 
# 
Time is specifically designated for 
IEPs, parent meetings, etc.  
56.52% 13 34.78% 8 8.70% 2 0.00% 0 
Assistance with curriculum 
development is available  
17.39% 4 73.19% 17 8.70% 2 0.00% 0 
Caseloads are determined not just 
by number of students, but also 
factor in the severity of students’ 
disabilities and needs  
26.09% 6 21.74% 5 52.17% 12 0.00% 0 
Whenever possible clerical staff 
complete required special 
education paperwork  
4.35% 1 8.70% 2 39.13% 9 47.83% 11 
Domain: School Climate Strongly 
Agree 
# Agree # Disagree # Strongly 
Disagree 
# 
Positive attitude is conveyed 
regarding special education  
21.74% 5 73.91% 17 4.35% 1 0.00% 0 
Teacher ideas are welcomed, 
solicited, and given serious 
consideration  
65.22% 15 34.78% 8 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 
Special education classrooms are 
located in the same areas of the 
school as general education 
classrooms  
65.22% 15 30.43% 7 4.35% 1 0.00% 0 
Special education classrooms are 
equal in size and aesthetics to 
general education classrooms 
21.74% 5 56.52% 13 13.04% 3 8.70% 2 
Domain: Mentoring and 
Induction 
Strongly 
Agree 
# Agree # Disagree # Strongly 
Disagree 
# 
Implementation of a 
comprehensive induction program 
based  
43.48% 10 52.17% 12 4.35% 1 0.00% 0 
Ensured new special education 
teachers were assigned a mentor 
that was a master teacher 
60.87% 14 30.43% 7 8.70% 2 0.00% 0 
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APPENDIX I: CROSS TABULATION RESULTS FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION 
TEACHERS IN SELF-DEVELOPMENT DOMAIN QUESTIONS 
Domain:	  Self	  Development.	   What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
Building	  administrator	  has	  a	  good	  
understanding	  of	  law	  and	  policy	  relating	  to	  
the	  education	  of	  students	  with	  disabilities	  
Strongly	  Agree	   7	   7	   3	   17	  
Agree	   15	   10	   17	   42	  
Disagree	   5	   0	   7	   12	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   1	   1	   2	  
	   Total	   27	   18	   28	   73	  
Domain:	  Self	  Development.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
Building	  administrator	  actively	  seeks	  to	  
educate	  self	  about	  issues	  and	  current	  
topics	  in	  special	  education	  through	  
professional	  memberships,	  professional	  
development,	  continuing	  educating,	  etc.	  
Strongly	  Agree	   7	   5	   3	   15	  
Agree	   16	   10	   9	   35	  
Disagree	   4	   3	   14	   21	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   2	   2	  
Total	   27	   18	   28	   73	  
Domain:	  Self	  Development.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
Generally	  have	  a	  building	  administrator	  
attend	  and	  participate	  in	  IEP	  meetings	  
Strongly	  Agree	   19	   8	   16	   43	  
Agree	   7	   8	   10	   25	  
Disagree	   1	   1	   1	   3	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   1	   1	   2	  
Total	   27	   18	   28	   73	  
Domain:	  Self	  Development.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
Building	  administrator	  feels	  comfortable	  in	  
acting	  as	  LEA	  within	  my	  building	  including	  
being	  the	  financial	  decision	  maker	  
Strongly	  Agree	   13	   10	   7	   30	  
Agree	   11	   6	   9	   26	  
Disagree	   3	   2	   10	   15	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   2	   2	  
Total	   27	   18	   28	   73	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APPENDIX J: CHI-SQUARE TEST RESULTS FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION 
TEACHERS AND SELF-DOMAIN QUESTIONS 
Domain:	  Self	  Development.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
Building	  administrator	  has	  a	  good	  
understanding	  of	  law	  and	  policy	  relating	  to	  the	  
education	  of	  students	  with	  disabilities	  
Chi	  Square	   9.55*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.14	  
Domain:	  Self	  Development.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
Building	  administrator	  actively	  seeks	  to	  educate	  
self	  about	  issues	  and	  current	  topics	  in	  special	  
education	  through	  professional	  memberships,	  
professional	  development,	  continuing	  
educating,	  etc.	  
Chi	  Square	   14.90*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.02	  
Domain:	  Self	  Development.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
Generally	  have	  a	  building	  administrator	  attend	  
and	  participate	  in	  IEP	  meetings	  
Chi	  Square	   3.82*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.70	  
Domain:	  Self	  Development.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
Building	  administrator	  feels	  comfortable	  in	  
acting	  as	  LEA	  within	  my	  building	  including	  being	  
the	  financial	  decision	  maker	  
Chi	  Square	   11.63*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.07	  
*Note:	  The	  Chi-­‐Square	  approximation	  may	  be	  inaccurate	  –	  expected	  frequency	  less	  than	  5.	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APPENDIX K: CROSS TABULATION RESULTS FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION 
TEACHERS IN TEACHER SUPPORTS DOMAIN QUESTIONS 
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
Building	  administrator	  generally	  observes	  
and	  provides	  feedback	  to	  teachers	  	  
Strongly	  Agree	   11	   5	   7	   23	  
Agree	   12	   11	   12	   35	  
Disagree	   4	   1	   7	   12	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   2	   2	  
	   Total	   27	   17	   28	   72	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
Special	  educators	  are	  fully	  included	  in	  all	  
staff	  professional	  and	  social	  activities	  	  
Strongly	  Agree	   12	   4	   5	   21	  
Agree	   9	   8	   8	   25	  
Disagree	   6	   4	   11	   21	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   1	   4	   5	  
Total	   27	   17	   28	   72	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
Time	  is	  allocated	  to	  generally	  express	  
appreciation	  to	  teachers	  and	  acknowledge	  
good	  work	  
Strongly	  Agree	   5	   3	   2	   10	  
Agree	   17	   12	   11	   40	  
Disagree	   5	   1	   9	   15	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   1	   6	   7	  
Total	   27	   17	   28	   72	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
School	  philosophy	  promotes	  the	  shared	  
responsibility	  of	  educating	  students	  with	  
special	  needs	  between	  general	  and	  special	  
education	  teachers	  
Strongly	  Agree	   8	   3	   1	   12	  
Agree	   9	   9	   11	   29	  
Disagree	   9	   5	   11	   25	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   1	   0	   5	   6	  
Total	   27	   17	   28	   72	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
High	  quality,	  relevant	  professional	  
development	  is	  provided	  with	  teacher	  
input	  (including	  special	  education	  teachers)	  
Strongly	  Agree	   3	   1	   1	   5	  
Agree	   9	   8	   11	   29	  
Disagree	   13	   8	   13	   34	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   2	   0	   3	   5	  
Total	   27	   17	   28	   72	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports.	   What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	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   teaching?	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
Building	  administrator	  supports	  teachers	  in	  
interactions	  with	  parents	  
Strongly	  Agree	   11	   7	   7	   25	  
Agree	   13	   9	   12	   34	  
Disagree	   3	   0	   9	   12	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   1	   0	   1	  
Total	   27	   17	   28	   72	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
Building	  administrator	  provides	  emotional	  
support	  as	  needed	  to	  teachers	  with	  open	  
communication	  and	  active	  listening	  
Strongly	  Agree	   10	   5	   4	   19	  
Agree	   10	   10	   11	   31	  
Disagree	   6	   1	   11	   18	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   1	   1	   2	   4	  
Total	   27	   17	   28	   72	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
Building	  administrator	  supports	  teachers	  in	  
interactions	  with	  general	  education	  
teachers	  
Strongly	  Agree	   8	   6	   3	   17	  
Agree	   13	   7	   12	   32	  
Disagree	   5	   4	   10	   19	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   1	   0	   3	   4	  
Total	   27	   17	   28	   72	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
Special	  education	  teachers	  have	  clear,	  
realistic,	  written	  job	  descriptions	  to	  
prevent	  role	  confusion	  and	  ambiguity	  
Strongly	  Agree	   1	   2	   0	   3	  
Agree	   10	   5	   7	   22	  
Disagree	   14	   7	   11	   32	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   2	   3	   10	   15	  
Total	   27	   17	   28	   72	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APPENDIX L: CHI-SQUARE TEST RESULTS FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION 
TEACHERS AND TEACHER SUPPORTS QUESTIONS 
 
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
Building	  administrator	  generally	  observes	  and	  
provides	  feedback	  to	  teachers	  
Chi	  Square	   7.86*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.25	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
Special	  educators	  are	  fully	  included	  in	  all	  staff	  
professional	  and	  social	  activities	  
Chi	  Square	   10.33*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.11	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
Time	  is	  allocated	  to	  generally	  express	  
appreciation	  to	  teachers	  and	  acknowledge	  
good	  work	  
Chi	  Square	   14.24*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.03	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
School	  philosophy	  promotes	  the	  shared	  
responsibility	  of	  educating	  students	  with	  
special	  needs	  between	  general	  and	  special	  
education	  teachers	  
Chi	  Square	   12.10*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.06	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
High	  quality,	  relevant	  professional	  
development	  is	  provided	  with	  teacher	  input	  
(including	  special	  education	  teachers)	  
Chi	  Square	   3.44*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.75	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
Building	  administrator	  supports	  teachers	  in	  
interactions	  with	  parents	  
Chi	  Square	   12.08*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.06	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
Building	  administrator	  provides	  emotional	  
support	  as	  needed	  to	  teachers	  with	  open	  
communication	  and	  active	  listening	  
Chi	  Square	   9.23*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.16	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
Building	  administrator	  supports	  teachers	  in	  
interactions	  with	  general	  education	  teachers	  
Chi	  Square	   7.57*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.27	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Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
Special	  education	  teachers	  have	  clear,	  realistic,	  
written	  job	  descriptions	  to	  prevent	  role	  
confusion	  and	  ambiguity	  
Chi	  Square	   10.13*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.12	  
*Note:	  The	  Chi-­‐Square	  approximation	  may	  be	  inaccurate	  –	  expected	  frequency	  less	  than	  5.	  
 
155	  
	  
APPENDIX M: CROSS TABULATION RESULTS FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION 
TEACHERS IN WORKLOAD DOMAIN QUESTIONS 
Domain:	  Workload.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
Time	  is	  specifically	  designated	  for	  IEPs,	  
parent	  meetings,	  etc.	  	  
Strongly	  Agree	   2	   3	   2	   7	  
Agree	   11	   4	   3	   18	  
Disagree	   10	   6	   11	   27	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   4	   4	   12	   20	  
	   Total	   27	   17	   28	   72	  
Domain:	  Workload.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
Assistance	  with	  curriculum	  development	  is	  
available	  
Strongly	  Agree	   2	   1	   1	   4	  
Agree	   16	   10	   9	   35	  
Disagree	   8	   5	   12	   25	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   1	   1	   6	   8	  
Total	   27	   17	   28	   72	  
Domain:	  Workload.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
Caseloads	  are	  determined	  not	  just	  by	  
number	  of	  students,	  but	  also	  factor	  in	  
severity	  of	  students’	  disabilities	  and	  needs	  
Strongly	  Agree	   1	   0	   1	   2	  
Agree	   6	   7	   9	   22	  
Disagree	   15	   9	   9	   33	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   5	   1	   9	   15	  
Total	   27	   17	   28	   72	  
Domain:	  Workload.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
Whenever	  possible	  clerical	  staff	  complete	  
required	  special	  education	  paperwork	  
Strongly	  Agree	   0	   0	   2	   2	  
Agree	   2	   2	   3	   7	  
Disagree	   9	   2	   8	   19	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   16	   13	   15	   44	  
Total	   27	   17	   28	   72	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APPENDIX N: CHI-SQUARE TEST RESULTS FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION 
TEACHERS AND WORKLOAD QUESTIONS 
Domain:	  Workload.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
Time	  is	  specifically	  designated	  for	  IEPs,	  parent	  
meetings,	  etc.	  
Chi	  Square	   10.50*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.11	  
Domain:	  Workload.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
Assistance	  with	  curriculum	  development	  is	  
available	  
Chi	  Square	   8.23*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.22	  
Domain:	  Workload.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
Caseloads	  are	  determined	  not	  just	  by	  number	  
of	  students,	  but	  also	  factor	  in	  severity	  of	  
students’	  disabilities	  and	  needs	  
Chi	  Square	   7.39*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.29	  
Domain:	  Workload.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
Whenever	  possible	  clerical	  staff	  complete	  
required	  special	  education	  paperwork	  
Chi	  Square	   6.25*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.40	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APPENDIX O: CROSS TABULATION RESULTS FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION 
TEACHERS IN SCHOOL CLIMATE QUESTIONS 
Domain:	  School	  Climate.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
Positive	  attitude	  is	  conveyed	  regarding	  
special	  education	  	  
Strongly	  Agree	   4	   1	   2	   7	  
Agree	   16	   10	   8	   34	  
Disagree	   6	   6	   12	   24	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   6	   6	  
	   Total	   26	   17	   28	   71	  
Domain:	  School	  Climate.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
Teacher	  ideas	  are	  welcomed,	  solicited,	  and	  
given	  serious	  consideration	  
Strongly	  Agree	   5	   2	   1	   8	  
Agree	   14	   14	   15	   43	  
Disagree	   7	   1	   11	   19	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   1	   1	  
Total	   26	   17	   28	   71	  
Domain:	  School	  Climate.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
Special	  education	  classrooms	  are	  located	  in	  
the	  same	  areas	  of	  the	  school	  as	  general	  
education	  classrooms	  
Strongly	  Agree	   10	   6	   4	   20	  
Agree	   15	   10	   12	   37	  
Disagree	   0	   1	   8	   9	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   1	   0	   4	   5	  
Total	   26	   17	   28	   71	  
Domain:	  School	  Climate.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
Special	  education	  classrooms	  are	  equal	  in	  
size	  and	  aesthetics	  to	  general	  education	  
classrooms	  
Strongly	  Agree	   4	   3	   3	   10	  
Agree	   14	   7	   16	   37	  
Disagree	   5	   5	   3	   13	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   3	   2	   6	   11	  
Total	   26	   17	   28	   71	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APPENDIX P: CHI-SQUARE TEST RESULTS FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION 
TEACHERS AND SCHOOL CLIMATE QUESTIONS 
 
Domain:	  School	  Climate.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
Positive	  attitude	  is	  conveyed	  regarding	  special	  
education	  
Chi	  Square	   15.69*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.02	  
Domain:	  School	  Climate.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
Teacher	  ideas	  are	  welcomed,	  solicited,	  and	  
given	  serious	  consideration	  
Chi	  Square	   10.64*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.10	  
Domain:	  School	  Climate.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
Special	  education	  classrooms	  are	  located	  in	  the	  
same	  areas	  of	  the	  school	  as	  general	  education	  
classrooms	  
Chi	  Square	   17.12*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.01	  
Domain:	  School	  Climate.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
Special	  education	  classrooms	  are	  equal	  in	  size	  
and	  aesthetics	  to	  general	  education	  classrooms	  
Chi	  Square	   4.04*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.67	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APPENDIX Q: CROSS TABULATION RESULTS FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION 
TEACHERS IN MENTORING AND INDUCTION QUESTIONS 
 
Domain:	  Mentoring	  and	  Induction.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
Implementation	  of	  a	  comprehensive	  
induction	  program	  
Strongly	  Agree	   10	   5	   7	   22	  
Agree	   14	   11	   16	   41	  
Disagree	   2	   1	   3	   6	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   2	   2	  
	   Total	   26	   17	   28	   71	  
Domain:	  Mentoring	  and	  Induction.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
	  
Elementary	   Middle	   High	  
School	  
Total	  
Ensured	  new	  special	  education	  teachers	  
were	  assigned	  a	  mentor	  that	  was	  a	  master	  
teacher	  
Strongly	  Agree	   8	   7	   9	   24	  
Agree	   10	   9	   13	   32	  
Disagree	   8	   1	   5	   14	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   1	   1	  
Total	   26	   17	   28	   71	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APPENDIX R: CHI-SQUARE TEST RESULTS FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION 
TEACHERS AND MENTORING AND INDUCTION QUESTIONS 
 
Domain:	  Mentoring	  and	  Induction.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
Implementation	  of	  a	  comprehensive	  induction	  
program	  
Chi	  Square	   4.41*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.62	  
Domain:	  Mentoring	  and	  Induction.	  
	  
What	  level	  are	  you	  currently	  
teaching?	  
Ensured	  new	  special	  education	  teachers	  were	  
assigned	  a	  mentor	  that	  was	  a	  master	  teacher	  
Chi	  Square	   5.71*	  
Degrees	  of	  Freedom	   6	  
p-­‐value	   0.46	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APPENDIX S: CHI-SQUARE TEST RESULTS FOR BUILDING PRINCIPAL 
SURVEY 
 
Domain:	  Self-­‐Development	   How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
Have	  a	  good	  
understanding	  of	  law	  
and	  policy	  related	  to	  
the	  education	  of	  
students	  with	  
disabilities	  
Strongly	  Agree	   1	   3	   5	   1	   10	   6	   4	   10	  
Agree	   3	   2	   2	   1	   8	   2	   6	   8	  
Disagree	   1	   2	   1	   0	   4	   0	   4	   4	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   1	   0	   1	   1	   0	   1	  
	   Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
Domain:	  Self-­‐Development	  	  
	  
How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
Actively	  seeks	  to	  
educate	  self	  about	  
issues	  and	  current	  
topics	  in	  special	  
education	  	  
Strongly	  Agree	   0	   3	   1	   1	   5	   2	   3	   5	  
Agree	   4	   3	   5	   1	   13	   5	   8	   13	  
Disagree	   1	   1	   2	   0	   4	   1	   3	   4	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   1	   0	   1	   1	   0	   1	  
Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
Domain:	  Self-­‐Development	  	  
	  
How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
Generally	  attend	  and	  
participate	  in	  IEP	  
meetings	  
Strongly	  Agree	   5	   6	   7	   2	   20	   7	   13	   20	  
Agree	   0	   1	   1	   0	   2	   1	   1	   2	  
Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   1	   0	   1	   1	   0	   1	  
Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
Domain:	  Self-­‐Development	  	  
	  
How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
Feel	  comfortable	  in	  
acting	  as	  LEA	  within	  
my	  building	  including	  
being	  the	  financial	  
Strongly	  Agree	   2	   3	   5	   2	   12	   6	   6	   12	  
Agree	   2	   2	   2	   0	   6	   1	   5	   6	  
Disagree	   1	   2	   1	   0	   4	   1	   3	   4	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   1	   0	   1	   1	   0	   1	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decision	  maker	   Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports	  
	  
How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
Generally	  observe	  
and	  provide	  feedback	  
to	  teachers	  
Strongly	  Agree	   2	   3	   9	   2	   16	   6	   10	   16	  
Agree	   3	   4	   0	   0	   7	   3	   4	   7	  
Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports	  
	  
How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
Special	  educators	  are	  
fully	  included	  in	  all	  
staff	  professional	  and	  
social	  activities	  
Strongly	  Agree	   2	   3	   7	   2	   14	   6	   8	   14	  
Agree	   3	   2	   2	   0	   7	   3	   4	   7	  
Disagree	   0	   2	   0	   0	   2	   0	   2	   2	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports	  
	  
How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
Time	  is	  allocated	  to	  
generally	  express	  
appreciation	  to	  
teachers	  and	  
acknowledge	  good	  
work	  
Strongly	  Agree	   2	   3	   6	   2	   13	   6	   7	   13	  
Agree	   3	   4	   3	   0	   10	   3	   7	   10	  
Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports	  
	  
How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
School	  philosophy	  
promotes	  the	  shared	  
responsibility	  of	  
educating	  students	  
with	  special	  needs	  
between	  general	  and	  
special	  education	  
teachers	  
Strongly	  Agree	   0	   1	   7	   1	   9	   5	   4	   9	  
Agree	   5	   6	   2	   1	   14	   4	   10	   14	  
Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports	  
	  
How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	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0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
High	  quality,	  relevant	  
professional	  
development	  is	  
provided	  with	  
teacher	  input	  
(including	  special	  
education	  teachers)	  
Strongly	  Agree	   0	   1	   5	   1	   7	   4	   3	   7	  
Agree	   5	   4	   3	   1	   13	   5	   8	   13	  
Disagree	   0	   2	   1	   0	   3	   0	   3	   3	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports	  
	  
How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
Support	  teachers	  in	  
interactions	  with	  
parents	  
Strongly	  Agree	   4	   4	   9	   2	   19	   9	   10	   19	  
Agree	   1	   3	   0	   0	   4	   0	   4	   4	  
Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports	  
	  
How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
Provide	  emotional	  
support	  as	  needed	  to	  
teachers	  with	  open	  
communication	  and	  
active	  listening	  
Strongly	  Agree	   3	   3	   9	   2	   17	   8	   9	   17	  
Agree	   2	   4	   0	   0	   6	   1	   5	   6	  
Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports	  
	  
How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
Support	  teachers	  in	  
interactions	  with	  
general	  education	  
teachers	  
Strongly	  Agree	   2	   2	   8	   2	   14	   6	   8	   14	  
Agree	   3	   5	   1	   0	   9	   3	   6	   9	  
Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
Domain:	  Teacher	  Supports	  
	  
How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
Special	  Education	  
teachers	  have	  clear,	  
Strongly	  Agree	   1	   1	   5	   2	   9	   5	   4	   9	  
Agree	   3	   5	   3	   0	   11	   3	   8	   11	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realistic,	  written	  job	  
descriptions	  to	  
prevent	  role	  
confusion	  or	  
ambiguity	  
Disagree	   1	   1	   1	   0	   3	   1	   2	   3	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
Domain:	  Workload	   How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
Time	  is	  specifically	  
designated	  for	  IEPs,	  
parent	  meetings,	  etc.	  
Strongly	  Agree	   1	   4	   6	   2	   13	   4	   9	   13	  
Agree	   4	   2	   2	   0	   8	   3	   5	   8	  
Disagree	   0	   1	   1	   0	   2	   0	   2	   2	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
Domain:	  Workload	   How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
Assistance	  with	  
curriculum	  
development	  is	  
available	  
Strongly	  Agree	   0	   1	   2	   1	   4	   1	   3	   4	  
Agree	   5	   6	   5	   1	   17	   7	   10	   17	  
Disagree	   0	   0	   2	   0	   2	   1	   1	   2	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
Domain:	  Workload	   How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
Caseloads	  are	  
determined	  not	  just	  
by	  number	  of	  
students,	  but	  also	  
factor	  in	  the	  severity	  
of	  students’	  
disabilities	  and	  needs	  
Strongly	  Agree	   0	   2	   3	   1	   6	   1	   5	   6	  
Agree	   2	   1	   1	   1	   5	   3	   2	   5	  
Disagree	   3	   4	   5	   0	   12	   5	   7	   12	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
Domain:	  Workload	   How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
Whenever	  possible	  
clerical	  staff	  
complete	  required	  
special	  education	  
paperwork	  
Strongly	  Agree	   0	   0	   1	   0	   1	   1	   0	   1	  
Agree	   0	   1	   0	   1	   2	   1	   1	   2	  
Disagree	   3	   1	   5	   0	   9	   4	   5	   9	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   2	   5	   3	   1	   11	   3	   8	   11	  
Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	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Domain:	  School	  Climate.	  
	  
How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
Positive	  attitude	  is	  
conveyed	  regarding	  
special	  education	  
Strongly	  Agree	   0	   1	   3	   1	   5	   3	   2	   5	  
Agree	   5	   5	   6	   1	   17	   6	   11	   17	  
Disagree	   0	   1	   0	   0	   1	   0	   1	   1	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
Domain:	  School	  Climate.	  
	  
How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
Teacher	  ideas	  are	  
welcomed,	  solicited,	  
and	  given	  serious	  
consideration	  
Strongly	  Agree	   2	   3	   8	   2	   15	   8	   7	   15	  
Agree	   3	   4	   1	   0	   8	   1	   7	   8	  
Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
Domain:	  School	  Climate.	  
	  
How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
Special	  education	  
classrooms	  are	  
located	  in	  the	  same	  
areas	  of	  the	  school	  as	  
general	  education	  
classrooms	  
Strongly	  Agree	   3	   4	   7	   1	   15	   8	   7	   15	  
Agree	   2	   3	   2	   0	   7	   1	   6	   7	  
Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   1	   1	   0	   1	   1	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
Domain:	  School	  Climate.	   How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
Special	  education	  
classrooms	  are	  equal	  
in	  size	  and	  aesthetics	  
to	  general	  education	  
classrooms	  
Strongly	  Agree	   2	   0	   3	   0	   5	   3	   2	   5	  
Agree	   2	   5	   5	   1	   13	   5	   8	   13	  
Disagree	   1	   1	   0	   1	   3	   1	   2	   3	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   1	   1	   0	   2	   0	   2	   2	  
Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
Domain:	  Mentoring	  and	  Induction	  
	  
How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	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Implementation	  of	  a	  
comprehensive	  
induction	  program	  
based	  
Strongly	  Agree	   1	   2	   6	   1	   10	   3	   7	   10	  
Agree	   3	   5	   3	   1	   12	   6	   6	   12	  
Disagree	   1	   0	   0	   0	   1	   0	   1	   1	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
Domain:	  Mentoring	  and	  Induction	  
	  
How	  long	  how	  you	  been	  in	  
your	  current	  position?	  
	   Are	  you	  
special	  ed	  
certified?	  
	  
0-­‐2	  
years	  
3-­‐5	  
years	  
6-­‐10	  
years	  
≥	  10	  
year
s	  
Total	   Yes	   No	   Total	  
Ensured	  new	  special	  
education	  teachers	  
were	  assigned	  a	  
mentor	  that	  was	  a	  
master	  teacher	  
Strongly	  Agree	   0	   3	   9	   2	   14	   5	   9	   14	  
Agree	   4	   3	   0	   0	   7	   2	   5	   7	  
Disagree	   1	   1	   0	   0	   2	   2	   0	   2	  
Strongly	  Disagree	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Total	   5	   7	   9	   2	   23	   9	   14	   23	  
 
